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PREFACE 


This  report  presents  the  findings  and  recommendations  of  the  Urban 
Research  and  Development  Corporation  (URDC)  relative  to  recreational 
carrying  capacity  at  the  Lake  Shelbyville  Project  Area.  Results  of  site 
analyses  and  user  surveys  are  presented  as  they  relate  to  existing 
carrying  capacity  conditions  on  the  project.  The  study  was  conducted 
under  Contract  with  the  U.  S.  Army  Engineer  Waterways  Experiment 
Station  (WES),  Vicksburg,  Mississippi,  (Contract  No.  DACW39-78-C-0096) . 

Mr.  Donald  R.  Detwiler,  President  of  URDC,  was  Principal-In-Charge 
of  this  study,  assisted  by  Mr.  Martin  C.  Gilchrist,  Executive  Vice- 
President  and  Mr.  David  H.  Humphrey,  Vice-President.  Mr.  B.  Thomas 
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were  involved  in  the  site  analysis,  conducting  surveys,  and  the  success 
analysis;  and  Mr.  Timothy  A.  Fluck  was  involved  in  conducting  surveys, 
survey  analysis,  and  development  of  methodologies. 

Mr.  R.  Scott  Jackson,  WES  was  the  Project  Monitor.  Dr.  Adolph 
Anderson,  WES,  was  Program  Manager  of  the  Environmental  Laboratory  (EL) 
Recreation  Research  Program.  The  study  was  supervised  by  Dr.  Conrad  J. 
Kirby,  Chief,  Environmental  Resources  Division,  EL,  under  the  general 
supervision  of  Dr.  John  Harrison,  Chief,  EL. 

COL  John  L.  Cannon,  CE,  and  COL  Nelson  P.  Conover,  CE,  were  Com¬ 
manders  and  Directors  of  WES  during  this  study.  Technical  Director  was 
Mr.  F.  R.  Brown. 
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CONVERSION  FACTORS ,  U.  S.  CUSTOMARY  TO  METRIC  (SI) 
UNITS  Or  MEASUREMENT 


U.  S.  customary  units  of  measurement  used  in  this  report  can  be  converted 
to  metric  (SI)  units  as  follows: 


Mul t iply 

_ By_ _ 

To  Obtain 

acres 

4046. 856 

square  metres 

Fahrenheit  degrees 

5/9 

Celsuis  degrees  or  Kelvins 

feet 

0.3048 

metres 

horsepower  (550  foot  and 

745.6999 

w  itts 

pounds  per  second) 

inches 

2.54 

centimetres 

miles  per  hour 

1.609344 

kilometres  per  hour 

(U.  S.  statute) 

miles  (U.  S.  statute) 

1.609344 

kilometres 

square  feet 

0.09290304 

square  metres 

yards 

0.9144 

metres 

*  To  obtain  Celsius  (C)  temperature  readings  from  Fahrenheit  (F)  read¬ 
ings,  use  the  following  formula:  C  =  (5/9)  (F  -  32).  To  obtain  Kelvin 
(K)  readings,  use  K  =  (5/9)  (F  -  32)  +  273.15. 


RECREATION  CARRYING  CAPACITY  FACTS  AND  CONSIDERATIONS 


LAKE  SHELBYVILLE  PROJECT  AREA 

PART  1:  INTRODUCTION 


This  Report 


Purpose 

This  report,  prepared  as  the  fifth  in  a  series  of  the  U.  S.  Army 
Engineer  Waterways  Experiment  Station's  (WES)  Recreational  Carrying 
Capacity  Design  and  Management  Study  reports,  provides  selected  carrying 
capacity-related  information  for  the  Lake  Shelbyville  Project  Area  which 
is  based  upon:  1)  the  user  and  management  surveys  conducted  at  Lake 
Shelbyville  and  2)  Urban  Research  and  Development  Corporation’s  (URDC) 
observations  and  perceptions  of  the  situations  at  the  project's  study 
activity  areas.  Some  observations  and  suggestions  dealing  with  project 
area  planning,  design,  and/or  management  are  Included,  even  though  they 
are  not  specifically  carrying  capacity  related.'  The  report  also  suggests 
specific  solutions  and  treatments -of  specific  r&creation  activity  areas. 

The  report  first  provides  information  regarding  activity  situa¬ 
tions,  user  characteristics,  carrying  capacity  findings,  and  other 
findings;  it  then  focuses  on  selected  problem  situations  and  their  possi¬ 
ble  solutions.  Although  suggestions  regarding  possible  solutions  to 
problems  are  included,  this  report  is  not  intended  to  be  a  substitute 
for  master  planning  or  to  provide  answers  to  all  project  area  capacity 
problems.  Instead,  this  report  should  be  viewed  as  a  constructive, 
informative  document  which  points  out  directions  and  techniques  for 
consideration  by  project  managers  and  designers  in  the  near  or  distant 
future. 


3 


Relationship  to  Technical 
Report  and  Handbook _ 


In  addition  to  this  Project  Area  Report  and  similar  reports  on  the 
other  ten  study  project  areas,*  the  overall  capacity  study  effort  pro¬ 
duced  a  Technical  Report  and  a  Capacity  Handbook: 

a.  The  Technical  Report  describes  the  overall  study  process, 

reports  detailed  study  findings,  and  suggests  and  demonstrates 
methods  and  techniques  for  capacity  management. 

The  Capacity  Handbook  is  a  more  graphic,  "how-to-do-i t"  type 
of  report,  designed  to  serve  as  a  useful  field  tool  for  deter¬ 
mining  carrying  capacity  and  applying  techniques  for  capacity 
design  and  management. 

This  project  area  report  is  different  from  the  Technical  Report  and 
Handbook  in  several  ways:  it  includes  information  not  found  in  the 
Technical  Report  and  Capacity  Handbook;  it  reports  and  examines  user 
survey  information  by  activity  area  and  project  area,  rather  than  from 
the  total  survey  population;  it  addresses  specific  problems  and  examines 
possible  solutions;  and  it  does  not  include  the  methodologies  for  deter¬ 
mining  and  monitoring  social  and  resource  capacity.  For  these  reasons, 
this  report  is  intended  to  compliment  the  Technical  Report  and  the  Hand¬ 
book,  and  is  not  intended  to  substitute  for  them. 

Qualifications 

The  information  in  tnis  report  is  based  on  the  Management /Site 
Survey  conducted  on  November  12-14,  1978  and  the  User  Survey  conducted  on 
July  13-16  by  Urban  Research  and  Development  Corporation  (URDC) .  (See 
Appendix  B.)  The  user  survey  information  was  collected 

over  a  one-weekend  period,  which  may  or  may  not  have  been  representative 
of  a  typical  or  heavy  use  weekend  at  Shelbyville.  Interviews  were 
limited  at  some  activity  areas  because  of  such  factors  as  lack  of  users 
and  weather  conditions.  For  these  reasons  and  because  carrying  capacity 
analysis  is  dynamic  rather  than  static,  this  report  is  not  intended  to 
provide  the  final  answers.  Rather,  it  is  a  foundation  for  future 
analysis  and  carrying  capacity  progress. 


*  Fee  definition  of  "Study  Project  Area"  in  Appendix  A  for  a  listing 
of  these  project  areas. 
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Summary  Project  Area  Description* 


Lake  Shelbyville**  provides  flood  control,  navigation  releases  for 

the  Kaskasia  River,  and  domestic  and  industrial  water  supply. 

The  project  is  located  in  an  agricultural  area  and  is  approximately 

s 

30  miles'south  of  Decatur,  Illinois.  Chicago  is  approximately  200  miles 
to  the  north  and  St.  Louis  is  about  110  miles  to  the  southwest. 

At  the  normal  recreational  pool  elevation  of  600  feet  msl,  the  lake 
surface  area  is  11,100  acres,  the  shoreline  is  172  miles  long,  and  the 
land  area  is  23,308  acres.  The  normal  recreation  pool  extends  20  river 
miles  upstream,  and  averages  about  one  mile  in  width.  A  large  number 
of  coves  and  inlets  are  present  along  the  shore. 

In  1978,  2.9  million  recreation  days  were  reported  at  Lake  Shelby- 

ville. 

The  surrounding  topography  is  relatively  flat.  The  climate  is 
fairly  moderate,  with  normal  summer  temperatures  in  the  upper  70' s  (degrees 
F. )  with  extremes  to  over  100  degrees  F.  ,  and  with  38.6  inches  of  annual 
precipitation  (20  inches  of  snowfall). 

Access  from  the  major  population  centers  to  the  project  is  good  via 
numerous  state  highways. 


** 

§ 


Appendix  C  contains  a  more  detailed  project  area  description  f 

your  future  use. 

See  map  inside  back  cover. 

A  table  for  converting  U.  S.  customary  units  of  measurement  to 
(SI)  units  is  found  on  page  iv. 


or 


metric 
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User  characteris Lies 

Table  l  indicates  the  characteristics  of  the  boaters  and  water- 
skiers  surveyed  at  Shelby'ille.  The  most  significant  differences  in 
the  characteristics  of  the  boaters/waterskiers  surveyed  at  Shelbyville 
from  those  of  other  study  project  areas  are:  1)  the  fewer  young  people 
(< 26  years)  and  2)  the  fewer  people  participating  in  less  than  four 
other  activities. 


Tab le  1 

Boa ter /Water skier  Characteristics 


Percent  of 

Group 

Percent  of 

Boaters/Watorskiers 

Size 

Boaters/Waterskiers 

<18 

0** 

1 

0 

18  -  25 

1A** 

2 

1A 

26  -  AO 

A2 

3  -  A 

27 

A1  -  55 

3A 

5-8 

A6 

56  -  65 

10 

9-12 

10 

>65 

0 

>12 

3 

Travel  Time  to 

Percent  of 

Visit 

Percent  of 

Project  Area 

Boaters/Watcrskiers 

Duration 

Boaters/Waterskiers 

<15  minutes 

10 

1  -  A  hours 

9 

15  -  30  minutes 

8 

5-8  hours 

36 

30  -  60  minutes 

31 

1  day 

10 

1  -  2  hours 

31 

2  days 

12 

2  -  3  hours 

10 

3  days 

12 

3  -  5  hours 

8 

A  days 

5 

>5  hours 

2 

5-7  days 

10 

>7  days 

5 

No.  of  Other 

Percent  of 

Percent  of 

Activities 

Boaters/Watersk iers 

Equipment 

Boaters/Waterskiers 

0 

o** 

Sailboat 

6 

1 

2** 

Canoe 

A 

2 

3** 

Power  Boat 

3 

7** 

(<25  h.p.) 

11 

A 

22 

Power  Boat 

5 

20 

(>25  h.p.) 

80 

6 

22 

>6 

2A 

**Signif icantly 

lower  than  total  survey 

sample. 
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User  opinions 

Spacing  preferences  -  Tables  2  and  3  indicate  the  spacing  that 
the  boaters  and  waterskiers  surveyed  at  Shelbyville  and  elsewhere  prefer. 


Table  2 

Preferred  Distance  Responses* 


Sample 

Sample 

Size 

Range 

Mean 

Median 

Mode 

All  Boaters  Surveyed 

135 

30-  a 

531 

300 

300 

Shelbyville 

29 

30-  a 

379 

300 

300 

All  Waterskiers  Surveyed 

95 

30-  a 

520 

300 

300 

Shelbyville 

28 

30-900 

270 

300 

300 

*ln  feet;  see  Appendix  A  for  definitions  of  terms, 
a  -  response  of  "alone"  or  "out  of  sight." 


Table  3 

Preferred  Distance  Responses  in  Planning  Range 
and  Preference  Groupings* 


Sample 

■SgggjSIM 

■E3ESB 

All  Boaters  Surveyed 

79% 

29% 

37% 

34% 

Shelbyville 

82 

35 

39 

26 

Sample 

%  in  Planning 

%  in  A2 

%  in  B^ 

%  in 

Ejjff 

IggagEafli 

ICWiPH'I'Ml 

All  Waterskiers 
Surveyed 

91% 

22% 

50% 

28% 

Shelbyville 

86 

42 

46 

13 

*See  Appendix  A  for  definitions  of  terms;  see  Technical  Report  for  a  full  develop¬ 
ment  of  spacing  preference  information. 

^Percentage  of  all  preferred  distance  responses. 

2 

Percentage  of  all  preferred  distance  responses  in  the  Planning  Range. 

Spacing  in  the  range  of  group  C  is  relatively  disfavored  by  boaters 
and  waterskiers  at  Shelbyville. 


Reasons  for  pleasant/unpleasnnt  experience  -  Table  4  indicates 
the  impact  that  different  factors  had  on  making  the  boating/waterskiing 
experience  pleasant  or  unpleasant  for  users  at  Shelbyville.  boaters/ 
waterskiers  ivrvpvp-J  at  Shelbyville  found  their  experience  to  be 
generally  pleasant.  "Car-parking  facilities"  was  the  only  factor  which 
was  unpleasant  in  a  significant  number  of  cases.  None  of  the  users 
indicated  that  they  would  not  return. 

Tables  5  and  0  indicate  the  changes  in  the  physical  condition  and 
people's  use  of  the  area  reported  by  boaters  and  waterskiers  from  their 
previous  visit. 


Tab i e  5 

Positive  and  Negative  Changes  Noticed  in  Lite  l’livsi  cai  Condi  Lions 
of  die  Area  -  Items  Mentioned  by  Boaters/Waterskiers 


Positive  Changes 


Negative  Changes 


Lake  and  Adjacent  "High  water" 
Areas  .  ,  . 


"High  water"  (J)  "Water  not  good" 

"Better  facilities"  (1)  "Need  more  buoys" 


NOTE:  The  number  in  parenthesis  (//)  indicates  the  number  of  times  the 
change  was  mentioned. 


Table  6 

Positive  and  Negative  Changes  Noticed  in  the  People's  Use 
of  die  Area  -  Items  Mentioned  by  Boaters/Waterskiers 


NOTE:  The  number  in  parenthesis  (//)  indicates  the  number  of  times  the 
change  was  mentioned. 
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Percentage*  of  Users  Respondin 


■■  .  Not 

Pleasant  Unpleasant  Im„ortant 


General  Reasons 

Characteristics  and  behavior  of  other  people 


Distance  from  other  people 


Number  of  people  in  other  visitor  groups 


Number  and  type  of  other  activities  occurring 
here 


Scenic  views 


Accidents  or  near  accidents 


Enforcement  of  rules/regulations 


Car  parking  facilities 


Vandalism 


Land-Based  Reasons 


Amount  of  facilities  (restrooms,  water,  etc.) 


Convenience  to  facilities  (restrooms,  water, 
etc.)  _ 


Maintenance  of  facilities 


Condition  of  trees  and  landscape 


Condition  ol'  grass  or  soil 


Water-Based  Reasons 


Water  qualit 


Formal  designation  of  places  for  your  activity 


Waiting  time  to  launch  boat 


People  in  areas  they  shouldn't  be 


*Percentages  may  not  total  100%  because  of  those  responding  Does  Not  Apply. 
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Acceptability  of  techniques  -  Table  7  indicates  the  acceptability 
of  different  techniques  for  solving  problems  to  the  boaters  and  water- 
skiers  surveyed  at  Shelbyville. 

The  acceptability  of  most  techniques  is  very  clear:  at  least  60 
percent  of  the  respondents  agreed  on  one  of  the  3  levels  of  acceptability 
for  10  of  the  18  techniques.  But  even  for  those  techniques  which  most 
respondents  found  to  be  acceptable,  up  to  49  percent  found  them  to  be 
unacceptable.  Thus,  project  management  should  expect  some  opposition 
to  any  technique  used. 

In  general,  the  more  apparent  and  widespread  that  a  problem  of 
overcrowding  or  overuse  is,  the  more  likely  users  may  accept  a  technique 
which  addresses  it.  Thus,  remedial  techniques  (which  solve  existing 
problems)  are  generally  more  acceptable  than  preventative  techniques 
(which  correct  a  problem  before  it  becomes  readily  apparent  ). 

The  more  users  can  understand  the  rationale  and  operation  of  a 
technique,  the  more  likely  they  will  accept  the  use  of  the  technique. 
Education,  therefore,  would  seem  to  be  an  important  method  of  improving 
user  acceptance  of  different  techniques. 

It  also  seems  as  though  the  more  directly  a  technique  impacts 
only  the  problem,  and  the  less  it  operates  to  diminish  recreational 
opportunities  generally,  the  more  likely  users  will  accept  the  use  of 
the  technique.  Thus,  techniques  which  can  be  applied  in  the  short-term 
or  selectively  to  problem  areas  are  favored  (particularly  if  done  in  a 
crisis  setting). 

Techniques  which  call  for  reductions  in  existing  opportunities 
to  use  recreational  resources  and  facilities  are  strongly  disfavored. 

User  expectations  of  the  opportunities  available  are  critical  in  this 
determination.  Consideration  should  be  given  Initially  to  avoiding 
overdeveloping  an  area  with  the  idea  that  selective  cutbacks  in  services 
and  facilities  can  be  accomplished  Jater.  Users  expectations  will  be 
based  on  the  initial  level,  and  subsequent  reductions  will  be  disfavored. 


Table  7 

User  Acceptability  of  Techniques — Boating/Waterskiing 
Lake  Shelbyville 


Techniques 

General  Planning  Techniqi 

Keep  major  recreation  .s  more  separated 
Make  vehicle  access  to  2as  less 
_ convenient _ 

Make  area's  existence  less  obvious 

Site  Planning  Techniques 

Design  for  greater  distance  between  people 
Reduce  number  of  parking  spaces 

Management  Techniques 


Procedures: 

Require  prior  reservations 


_ Levels  of  Acceptability _ 

Percentage*  of  Users  Responding: 
Very  Mildly  j  ..  ,  , 

Acceptable  Acceptable  naecep  a 


Require  permits 


Charge/ increase  fees 


Impose  more  rules 


Provide  stricter  enforcement  of  rules 


Close  areas  when  natural  resource 
destruction  reaches  critical  point 


Close  areas  when  they  become  "too  full" 


Reduce  number  of  activities  in  same  area 


Keep  unnecessary  vehicles  out 


Services: 

Provide  more  and  better  information  _ 


Increase  maintenance  and  restoration 


Reduce  facilities  and  services 


♦Percentages  may  not  total  100%  because  of  those  responding  "Does  Not  Apply. 


15 

31 

54 

20 

25 

54 

68 

25 

7 

7 

24 

66 

10 

14 

73 

31 

15 

54 

14 

14 

73 

22 

29 

49 

53 

13 

32 

78 

10 

12 

61 

20 

19 

39 

39 

22 

71 

14 

10 

69 

20 

5 

60 

22 

14 

8 

15 

73 

BOAT  FISHING 


Orientation 

The  numerous  coves  at  Lake  Shelbyville  are  popular  with  boat 
fishermen.  Fallen  trees  along  the  shoreline  provide  a  good  fish 
habitat,  but  can  become  hazardous  during  highwater.  Fish  cleaning 
stations  are  provided  at  all  boat  ramps.  Highest  use  comes  on  the 
weekends,  although  the  central  portion  of  the  lake  remains  well 
balanced. 

The  findings  presented  in  the  remainder  of  this  section  are  based 
on  the  User  Survey.  This  survey  obtained  28  responses  from  boat  fisher¬ 
men  at  Shelbyville. 
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User  character is  tics 


Table  8  indicates  the  characteristics  of  the  boat  fishermen  sur¬ 
veyed  at  Shelby ville .  The  most  significant  differences  in  the  charac¬ 
teristics  of  the  boat  fishermen  surveyed  at  Shelbyville  from  those  of 
other  study  project  areas  are:  1)  the  fewer  young  people  (<26  years), 
2)  the  fewer  users  participating  in  only  boat  fishing,  and  3)  the  fewer 
users  with  power  boats  >25  horsepower  or  more. 


Table  8 

Boat  Fisherman  Characteristics 


Percent  of 

Group 

Percent  of 

Age 

Boat  Fishermen 

Size 

Boat  Fishermen 

<18 

0** 

1 

4 

18  -  25 

4** 

2 

46 

26  -  40 

54 

3-4 

50 

41  -  55 

18 

5-8 

0 

56  -  65 

25 

9-12 

0 

>65 

0 

>12 

0 

Travel  Time  to 

Percent  of 

Visit 

Percent  of 

Project  Area 

Boat  Fishermen 

Duration 

Boat  Fishermen 

<15  minutes 

4 

1-4  hours 

4 

15  -  30  minutes 

14 

5-8  hours 

39 

30  -  60  minutes 

46* 

1  day 

21 

1  -  2  hours 

7 

2  days 

11 

2  -  3  hours 

25 

3  days 

0 

3  -  5  hours 

4 

4  days 

4 

>5  hours 

0 

5-7  days 

14 

>7  days 

7 

No.  of  Other 

Percent  of 

Percent  of 

Activities 

Boat  Fishermen 

Equipment 

Boat  Fishermen 

0 

14** 

Rowboat 

0 

1 

21 

Power  Boat 

2 

14 

(< 25  h.p.) 

57* 

3 

7 

Power  Boat 

4 

11 

(>25  h.D.) 

43** 

5 

11 

6 

7 

>6 

14 

*Signif icantly  higher  than  total  survey  sample. 

**Significantly  lower  than  total  survey  sample. 
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Spacing  preferences  -  Tables  9  and  10  indicate  the  spacing  that 
che  boat  fishermen  surveyed  at  Shelbvville  and  elsewhere  prefer. 


Table  9 

Preferred  Distance  Responses* 


Sample 

Sample 

Size 

Mean 

Median 

Mode 

All  Boat  Fishermen  Surveyed 

Shelbyville 

111 

26 

30  -  5280 

30  -  150 

555 

94 

200 

75 

100 

150 

*In  feet;  See  Appendix  A  for  definitions  of  terms. 


Table  10 

Preferred  Distance  Responses  in  Planning  Range  and 
Preference  Groupings* 


Sample 

Z  in  Planning 
Rangel (50'-1500’) 

mmtmm 

HggyU 

■BBEM 

All  Boat  Fishermen 
Surveyed 

91% 

49% 

27% 

24% 

Shelbyville 

50 

100 

0 

0 

*See  Appendix  A  for  definitions  of  terms;  See  Technical  Report  for  a  full  develop¬ 
ment  of  spacing  preference  information. 

^Percentage  of  all  preferred  distance  responses. 

'Percentage  of  all  preferred  distance  responses  in  Planning  Range. 

Spacing  in  the  range  of  group  A  (50'-199'  feet)  is  greatly  pre¬ 
ferred  by  boat  fishermen  at  Shelbvville. 


Reasons  for  pleasant/ unpleasant  experience  -  Table  11  indicates 
the  impact  that  different  factors  had  on  making  the  boat  fishing 
experience  pleasant  or  unpleasant  for  users  at  Shelbyville.  "Catching 
fish”  and  "visual  privacy"  were  the  factors  which  made  the  experience 
at  Shelbyville  unpleasant  in  a  significant  number  of  cases.  None  of 
the  boat  fishermen  surveyed  indicated  that  they  would  not  return  to 
the  area. 

Tables  12  and  13  indicate  the  changes  in  the  physical  condition 
and  people's  use  of  the  area  reported  by  boat  fishermen  from  their 
previous  visit. 


Table  12 

Positive  and  Negative  Changes  Noticed  in  the  Physical  Conditions 
of  the  Area  -  Items  Mentioned  by  Boat  Fishermen 


Area 

Positive  Changes 

Negative  Changes 

Lake  and  Adjacent 
Areas 

"Paved  roads"  (1) 

"Water  level"  (1) 

(None  mentioned) 

NOTE:  The  number  in  parenthesis  (//)  indicates  the  number  of  times  the 
change  was  mentioned. 


Table  13 

Positive  and  Negative  Changes  Noticed  in  the  People's  Use 
of  the  Area  -  Items  Mentioned  by  Boat  Fishermen 


Area 

Positive  Changes 

Negative  Changes 

Lake  and  Adjacent 
Areas 

(None  mentioned) 

"Need  wake  zone"  (1) 

"Waterskiers  too  close"  (1) 

"Waterskiers  annoying"  (1) 

NOTE:  The  number  in  parenthesis  (//)  indicates  the  number  of  times  the 
change  was  mentioned. 
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Table  11 


Acceptability  of  techniques  -  Table  14  indicates  the  acceptability 
of  different  techniques  for  solving  problems  to  the  boat  fishermen  sur¬ 
veyed  at  Shelbyville. 

The  acceptabili ty  of  most  techniques  is  very  clear:  at  least  60 
percent  of  the  respondents  agreed  on  one  of  the  3  levels  of  acceptability 
for  11  of  the  17  techniques.  But  even  for  those  techniques  which  most 
respondents  found  to  be  acceptable,  up  to  31  percent  found  them  to  be 
unacceptable.  Thus,  project  management  should  expect  some  opposition 
to  any  technique  used. 


•>? 


Table  14 


User  Acceptability  of  Techniques — Boat  Fishing 
Lake  Shelbyville 

I”  Levels  of  Acceptabilitv 


Techniques 

General  Planning  Techniques 

Keep  major  recreation  areas  more  separated 

Make  vehicle  access  to  areas  less 
_ convenient _ 

Make  area's  existence  less  obvious 

Site  Planning  Techniques 

Reduce  number  of  parking  spaces 

Management  Techniques 
Procedures: 

_ Require  prior  reservations _ 

Require  permits 

Charge/increase  fees 

Rules  and  Regulations: 

_ Impose  more  rules _ 

Provide  stricter  enforcement  of  rules 

Close  areas  when  natural  resource 
_ destruction  reaches  critical  point _ 

Close  areas  when  they  become  "too  full" 
Reduce  number  of  activities  in  same  area 
Limit  number  of  people  in  visitor  groups 
Keep  unnecessary  vehicles  out 
Services: 

_ Provide  more  and  better  Information _ 

Increase  maintenance  and  restoration 


Percentage*  of  Users  Responding: 
Very  I  Mildly  I 
Acceptable  Acceptable  naccepta  e 


Reduce  facilities  and  services  8  16  T, 

*Percentages  may  not  total  100%  because  of  those  responding  "Does  Not  Apply." 


BOAT  LAUNCHING 


Orientation 

Boat  ramps  are  provided  at  15  areas  on  the  lake,  three  of  which 
are  marinas.  No  private  docks  are  permitted  to  be  developed.  Some 
abandoned  roads  are  also  used  as  informal  launch  areas.  The  use  levels 
of  these  areas  vary  from  underused  to  heavily  used  (in  some  cases 
resulting  in  overcrowding) . 

The  findings  presented  in  the  remainder  of  this  section  are  based 
on  the  User  Survey.  This  survey  obtained  22  responses  from  boat  1  unchers 
at  Shelbyville  (16  at  Bo  Wood  and  6  at  Wilborn) . 
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User  characteris  tics 


Table  15  indicates  the  characteristics  of  the  boat  launchers  sur¬ 
veyed  at  Shelbyville.  The  most  significant  difference  in  the  character¬ 
istics  of  the  boat  launchers  surveyed  at  Shelbyville  from  those  of  other 
study  project  areas  is  the  greater  number  of  launchers  participating  only 
in  boating. 


Table  15 

Boat  Launcher  Characteristics 


Percent  of 

Group 

Percent  of 

Age 

Boat  Launchers 

Size 

Boat  Launchers 

<18 

0 

1 

0 

18  -  25 

17 

2 

39 

26  -  40 

57 

3-4 

48 

41  -  55 

26 

5-8 

13 

56  -  65 

0 

9-12 

0 

>65 

0 

>12 

0 

Travel  Time  to 

Percent  of 

Visit 

Percent  of 

Project  Area 

Boat  Launchers 

Duration 

Boat  Launchers 

<15  minutes 

5 

1-4  hours 

23 

15  -  30  minutes 

41 

5-8  hours 

50 

30  -  60  minutes 

36 

1  day 

9 

1  -  2  hours 

0 

2  days 

5 

2  -  3  hours 

14 

3  days 

9 

3  -  5  hours 

5 

4  days 

0 

>5  hours 

0 

5-7  days 

5 

>7  days 

0 

No.  of  Other 
Activities 

Percent  of 
Boat  Launchers 

0 

35* 

1 

22 

2 

13 

3 

17 

4 

9 

5 

0 

6 

0 

>6 

4 

*Signif icantly  higher  than  total  survey  sample. 
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28 


Reasons  Making  Recreation  Experience  Pleasant  or  Unpleasant — Boat  Launching 

Wilborn 


Percentage*  of  Users  Responding: 


Reasons 

Pleasant 

Unpleasant 

Not 

Important 

General  Reasons 

Characteristics  and  behavior  of  other  people 

100 

Distance  from  other  people 

100 

- 

Number  of  people  in  other  visitor  groups 

100 

- 

- 

Number  and  type  of  ocher  activities  occurring 
here 

83 

17 

- 

Scenic  views 

83 

- 

17 

Noise 

100 

- 

- 

Accidents  or  near  accidents 

100 

- 

- 

Enforcement  of  rules/regulations 

100 

- 

- 

Car  parking  facilities 

100 

- 

- 

Thef  t 

100 

- 

- 

Vandalism 

100 

- 

- 

Land-Based  Reasons 

Amount  of  facilities  (restrooms,  water,  etc.) 

100 

Convenience  to  facilities  (restrooms,  water, 
etc.) 

100 

- 

- 

Steepness  of  slopes 

100 

_ 

- 

Maintenance  of  facilities 

100 

- 

Condition  of  trees  and  landscape 

33 

17 

50 

Condition  of  grass  or  soil 

33 

17 

50 

Water-Based  Reasons 

Water  quality 

100 

_ 

. 

Formal  designation  of  places  for  your  activity 

83 

- 

- 

Waiting  time  to  launch  boat 

100 

- 

- 

People  in  areas  they  shouldn't  be 

100 

- 

- 

*Percentages  may  not  total  100%  because  of  those  responding  "Does  Not  Apply." 


Table  18 


Positive  and  Negative  Changes  Noticed  in  the  Physical  Conditions 
of  the  Area  -  Items  Mentioned  by  Boat  Launchers 


Area 

Positive  Changes 

Negative  Changes 

Bo  Wood 

"Cleaner" 

(4) 

(None  mentioned) 

Wilborn 

(None  mentioned) 

(None  mentioned) 

NOTE:  The  number  in  parenthesis  (//)  indicates  the  number  of  times  the 
change  was  mentioned. 


30 


Table  19 


Positive  and  Negative  Changes  Noticed  in  the  People's  Use 
of  the  Area  -  Items  Mentioned  by  Boat  Launchers 


Area 

Positive  Changes* 

Negative  Changes* 

Bo  Wood 

Wilborn 

"Less  rowdy"  (1) 

(None  mentioned) 

(None  mentioned) 

"Inconsiderate  people"  (1) 

"People  not  educated  in 
launching"  (1) 

The  number  in  parenthesis  (//)  indicates  the  number  of  times  the 
change  was  mentioned. 


Table  20 


User  Acceptability  of  Techniques — Boat  Launching 
Lake  Shelbyville 


Techniques 

General  Planning  Techniques 

Keep  major  recreation  areas  more  separated 
Make  vehicle  access  to  areas  less 
_ convenient _ 

Make  area's  existence  less  obvious 

Site  Planning  Techniques 

Redesign  area  to  accommodate  fewer  users 

Design  for  greater  distance  between  people 
Reduce  number  of  parking  spaces 
Management  Techniques 


Procedures: 

Require  prior  reservations _ 

Require  permits 

Charge/ increase  fees 

Rules  and  Regulations: 

Impose  more  rules _ 

Provide  stricter  enforcement  of  rules 

Close  areas  when  natural  resource 
_ destruction  readies  critical  point _ 

Close  areas  when  they  become  "too  full" 
Reduce  number  of  activities  in  same  area 
Limit  number  of  people  in  visitor  groups 
Keep  unnecessary  vehicles  out 
Services: 

Provide  more  and  better  information _ 

Increase  maintenance  and  restoration 

Reduce  facilities  and  services 


_ Levels  of  Acceptability 

Percentage*  of  Users  Responding: 

I  F 


Mildly 


Acceptable  I  Acceptable 


Unacceptable 


26 

39 

35 

9 

17 

74 

21 

17 

63 

36 

41 

23 

41 

32 

27 

4 

21 

I  75 

CAMPING 


User  characteristics 


Table  21  indicates  the  characteristics  of  the  campers  surveyed  at 
Shelbyville.  The  characteristics  of  the  campers  surveyed  at  Shelbyville 
are  similar  to  those  of  the  campers  surveyed  at  other  study  project 
areas • 


Table  21 


Camper  Characteristics 

Percent  of 

Group 

Percent  of 

Afie 

Campers 

Size 

Campers 

<18 

1 

1 

0 

18  -  25 

13 

2 

21 

26  -  40 

46 

3-4 

38 

41  -  55 

28 

5-8 

34 

56  -  65 

7 

9-12 

4 

>65 

6 

>12 

3 

[■ravel  Time  to 

Percent  of 

Visit 

Percent  of 

Project  Area 

Campers 

Duration 

Campers 

<15  minutes 

2 

1-4  hours 

2 

15  -  30  minutes 

13 

5-8  hours 

1 

30-60  minutes 

17 

1  day 

3 

1  -  2  hours 

29 

2  days 

20 

2  -  3  hours 

18 

3  days 

23 

3  -  5  hours 

18 

4  days 

15 

>5  hours 

3 

5-7  days 

19 

>7  days 

17 

to.  of  Other 

Percent  of 

Percent  of 

Activities 

Campers 

Equipment 

Campers 

0 

3 

Tent 

34 

1 

8 

Tent  Camper 

11 

2 

13 

Truck  Camper 

11 

3 

10 

Trailer 

25 

4 

16 

Van 

9 

5 

26 

Motor  Home 

9 

6 

13 

>6 

10 

36 


User  opinions 

Spacing  preferences  -  Tables  22  and  23  indicate  the  spacing  (as 
measured  on  center  of  each  site)  that  campers  surveyed  at  Shelbyville 
and  elsewhere  prefer. 


Table  22 

Preferred  Distance  Responses*  -  Camping 


Sample 

Range 

Mean 

m 

All  Campers  Surveyed  (11  projects) 

511 

10  -  a 

79 

60 

75 

Shelbyville 

84 

10  -1320 

55 

60 

50 

Bo  Wood 

19 

25  -1320 

60 

60 

75 

Coon  Creek 

40 

10  -  200 

47 

45 

50 

Lone  Point 

20 

50  -1320 

74 

60 

50,60 

Oppossum 

5 

25  -  200 

83 

75 

- 

Wilborn 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

in  feet;  See  Appendix  A  for  definitions  of  terms, 
a  -  response  of  "alone"  or  "out  of  sight." 


Table  23 

Preferred  Distance  Responses  in  Planning  Range  and 
Preference  Groupings* 


Sample 

%  in  Planning 
RanRe1(20,-120*) 

%  in  A^ 
(20'-39' ) 

"zTZJT- 

(40'-59') 

%  in  C- 
<60'-79') 

%  in  D2 
(80'-l?0’) 

All  Campers  Surveyed 

90% 

20% 

28% 

31% 

21% 

Shelbyville 

73 

26 

26 

30 

18 

Bo  Wood 

89 

12 

29 

47 

12 

Coon  Creek 

85 

41 

21 

18 

15 

Lone  Point 

40 

0 

25 

38 

38 

Oppossum 

40 

0 

0 

50 

50 

Wilborn 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

*See  Appendix  A  for  definitions  of  terms;  See  Technical  Report  for  full  develop¬ 
ment  of  spacing  preference  information. 

^Percentage  of  all  preferred  distance  responses. 


'ercentage  of  all  preferred  distance  responses  within  the  Planning  Range. 

While  the  preferences  of  campers  at  the  recreation  areas  differ  from 
each  other,  the  preferences  of  all  of  the  campers  surveyed  at  Shelbyville 
are  similar  to  those  of  the  total  sample. 
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Reasons  for  pleasant/unpleasant  experience  -  Tables  24,  25,  26,  27 
and  28  indicate  the  impact  that  different  factors  had  on  making  the 
camping  experience  pleasant  or  unpleasant  for  users  at  the  five  areas 
surveyed.  Campers  at  Wilborn  found  their  experience  to  be  generally  the 
most  pleasant,  followed  by  those  at  Lone  Point,  and  those  at  Bo  Wood, 
Coon  Creek  and  Oppossum.  One  user  indicated  that  he  would  not  return 
(see  Table  29) . 

Tables  30  and  31  indicate  the  changes  in  the  physical  condition 
and  people's  use  of  the  areas  reported  by  campers  from  their  previous 
visit. 
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Table  2i 

Reasons  Making  Recreation  Experience  Pleasant  or  Unpleasant — Camping 

Bo  Wood 


Reasons 


General  Reasons 

Characteristics  and  behavior  of  other  people 


Distance  from  other  people 


Number  of  people  in  other  visitor  groups 


Number  and  type  of  other  activities  occurring 
here 


Fees  charged 


Scenic  views 


Percentage*  of  Users  Resnondin 


Not 


Pleasant  Unpleasant 


I moor tan t 


Accidents  or  near  accidents 


Enforcement  of  rules/regulations 


Car  parking  facilities 


Vandalism 


Land-Based  Reasons 


Visual  privacy  from  other  people 


Amount  of  facilities  (restrooms,  water,  etc.) 


Convenience  to  facilities  (restrooms,  water, 
etc. ) 


Nearness  to  the  water  body 


Steepness  of  slopes 


Maintenance  of  facilities 


Condition  of  trees  and  landscape 


Condition  of  grass  or  soil 


Water-Based  Reasons 


Water  quality 


*Percentages  may  not  total  100%  because  of  those  responding  Does  Not  Apply. 
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Table  25 

Reasons  Making  Recreation  Experience  Pleasant  or  Unpleasant — Canping 

Coon  Creek 


Percentage 

*  of  Users  Responding:  1 

Reasons 

Pleasant 

Unpleasant 

Not 

Important 

General  Reasons 

Characteristics  and  behavior  of  other  people 

93 

6 

Distance  from  other  people 

87 

9 

2 

Number  of  people  in  other  visitor  groups 

76 

6 

U 

Number  and  type  of  other  activities  occurring 

91 

4 

6 

here 

Fees  charged 

100 

- 

- 

Scenic  views 

98 

2 

- 

Noise 

9A 

6 

- 

Accidents  or  near  accidents 

100 

- 

- 

Enforcement  of  rules/regulations 

9  A 

2 

2 

Car  parking  facilities 

78 

22 

- 

Theft 

98 

2 

- 

Vandalism 

100 

- 

- 

Land-Based  Reasons 

Visual  privacy  from  other  people 

85 

13 

2 

Amount  of  facilities  (restrooms,  water,  etc.) 

89 

11 

- 

Convenience  to  facilities  (restrooms,  water, 
etc. ) 

9A 

6 

- 

Nearness  to  the  water  body 

83 

17 

- 

Steepness  of  slopes 

69 

22 

A 

Maintenance  of  facilities 

100 

- 

- 

Condition  of  trees  and  landscape 

96 

A 

- 

Condition  of  grass  or  soil 

87 

13 

- 

Water- Based  Reasons 

Water  quality 

83 

A 

7 

*Percentnges  may  not  total  100?  because  of  those  responding  "Does  Not  Apply." 
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Table  26 

Reasons  Making  Recreation  Experience  Pleasant  or  Unpleasant — Caraping 

Lone  Point 


1 

Percentage 

*  of  Users  Responding:  1 

;  Reasons 

Pleasant 

Unpleasant 

Not 

Important 

General  Reasons 

Characteristics  and  behavior  of  other  people 

95 

5 

Distance  from  other  people 

90 

10 

- 

Number  of  people  in  other  visitor  groups 

90 

5 

- 

Number  and  type  of  other  activities  occurring 
here 

100 

- 

- 

Fees  charged 

100 

- 

- 

Scenic  views 

100 

- 

- 

Noise 

90 

10 

- 

Accidents  or  near  accidents 

100 

- 

- 

Enforcement  of  rules/regulations 

100 

- 

Car  parking  facilities 

100 

- 

- 

Theft 

100 

- 

Vandalism 

100 

- 

- 

Land-Based  Reasons 

Visual  privacy  from  other  people 

95 

5 

Amount  of  facilities  (restrooms,  water,  etc.) 

95 

5 

- 

Convenience  to  facilities  (restrooms,  water, 
etc. ) 

100 

- 

- 

Nearness  to  the  water  body 

95 

5 

- 

Steepness  of  slopes 

85 

15 

- 

Maintenance  of  facilities 

100 

- 

- 

Condition  of  trees  and  landscape 

100 

- 

- 

Condition  of  grass  or  soil 

100 

- 

- 

Water-Based  Reasons 

Water  quality 

90 

10 

- 

*Percentages  may  not  total  100%  because  of  those  responding  "Does  Not  Apply." 


Table  28 


Reasons  Making  Recreation  Experience  Pleasant  or  Unpleasant — Camping 

Wilborn 


Percentage 

'■  of  Users  Responding:  I 

Reasons 

Pleasant 

Unpleasant 

Not 

Important 

General  Reasons 

Characteristics  and  behavior  of  other  people 

100 

Distance  from  other  people 

100 

- 

- 

Number  of  people  in  other  visitor  groups 

100 

- 

- 

Number  and  type  of  other  activities  occurring 

100 

here 

Fees  charged 

25 

- 

- 

Scenic  views 

100 

- 

- 

Noise 

100 

- 

- 

Accidents  or  near  accidents 

100 

- 

- 

Enforcement  of  rules/regulations 

100 

- 

- 

Car  parking  facilities 

100 

- 

- 

Theft 

100 

- 

- 

Vandalism 

100 

- 

- 

Land-Based  Reasons 

Visual  privacy  from  other  people 

100 

- 

Amount  of  facilities  (restrooms,  water,  etc.) 

100 

- 

Convenience  to  facilities  (restrooms,  water, 
etc. ) 

100 

- 

- 

Nearness  to  the  water  body 

25 

75 

- 

Steepness  of  slopes 

100 

- 

- 

Maintenance  of  facilities 

100 

- 

- 

Condition  of  trees  and  landscape 

75 

25 

- 

Condition  of  grass  or  soil 

33 

67 

- 

Water-Based  Reasons 

Water  quality 

100 

- 

*Percentages  may  not  total  100%  because  of  those  responding  "Does  Not  Apply." 
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Table  29 


Number  and  Percent  of  Users  That  Indicated  They  Would  Not 
Return  to  the  Activity  Area  and  Their  Reasons 


Area 

Number 

and  percent  of  users 
surveyed  who  indicated 

1  they  would  not  return 

II  % 

Reasons  for  not  wanting 
to  return 

! 

Bo  Wood 

i 

0 

0 

(None  mentioned) 

Coon  Creek  1 

:  i 

2% 

"Sites  too  close" 

Lone  Point 

0 

0 

(None  mentioned) 

Oppossum 

0 

0 

(None  mentioned) 

Wilborn 

0 

0 

(None  mentioned) 

Table  30 

Positive  and  Negative  Changes  Noticed  in  the  People's  Use 
of  the  Area  -  Items  Mentioned  by  Campers 


Area 

Positive  Changes* 

Negative  Changes 

Bo  Wood 

"More  experienced 
campers" 

(1) 

(None  mentioned) 

"More  tent  campers" 

(1) 

"Quieter" 

(1) 

Cook  Creek 

"More  people" 

(1) 

"Too  many  dogs" 

"More  people" 

Lone  Point 

"More  with  recreation 
vehicles" 

(1) 

(None  mentioned) 

"Fewer  tents" 

(1) 

Oppossum 

"Friendlier" 

(1) 

(None  mentioned) 

Wilborn 

(None  mentioned) 

(None  mentioned) 

NOTE:  The  number  in  parenthesis  (//)  indicates  the  number  of  times  the 
change  was  mentioned. 


Tabic  31 


Positive  and  Negative  Changes  Noticed  in  the  Physical  Conditions 
of  the  Area  -  Items  Mentioned  by  Campers 


Area 

Positive  Changes* 

Negative  Changes* 

Bo  Wood 

"Cleaner" 

(8) 

"Banks  steeper" 

(1) 

"Grass  mowed" 

(7) 

"Underbrush  too  thick" 

(1) 

"New  restrooms" 

(1) 

"New  shower" 

(1) 

"More  programs" 

(1) 

"Road  paved" 

(1) 

"Gate  attendant" 

0) 

Coon  Creek 

"Road  paved" 

(4) 

"Bridges  collapsed  on 

"General  improvement" 

(1) 

paths" 

(1) 

"Restrooms" 

(1) 

"Better  roads" 

(2) 

"Fish  cleaning  stationsVl) 

"Grass  cut" 

(1) 

"Pads  better" 

(6) 

Lone  Point 

"More  facilities" 

(2) 

"Water  not  as  good" 

(1) 

"More  improved" 

U) 

Op possum 

"Flat  tent  site" 

(1) 

"Low  water" 

(1) 

"Cut  grass" 

(1) 

"Took  out  grills" 

(1) 

Wi lborn 

(None  mentioned) 

(None  mentioned) 

NOTE:  The  number  in  parenthesis  (//)  indicates  the  number  of  times  the 
change  was  mentioned. 


45 


of  .Lschnlaaes  -  Table  32  indicates  H 
of  different  technia.,»«  f  ,  indicates  the  acceptability 

cccnniques  for  solving  problems  t , 
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Table  32 

User  Acceptability  of  Techniques — Camping 
Lake  Shelbyville 


Levels  of  Acceptability 


Techniques 


General  Planning  Techniques 


Keep  major  recreation  areas  more  separated 


Make  vehicle  access  to  areas  less 
convenient 


Make  area's  existence  less  obvious 


Site  Planning  Techniques 


Redesign  area  to  accommodate  fewer  users 


Design  for  greater  distance  between  people 


Reduce  number  of  parking  spaces 


Change  natural  surface  by  hardening 


Change  natural  surface  by  paving 


Provide  landscaped  buffers 


Management  Techniques 


Procedures: 

Require  prior  reservations 


Require  permits 


Charge/ increase  fees 


Rules  and  Regulations 


Impose  more  rules 


Provide  stricter  enforcement  of  rules 


Close  areas  when  natural  resource 
destruction  reaches  critical  point 


Close  areas  when  they  become  "too  full" 


Reduce  number  of  activities  in  same  area 


Limit  number  of  people  in  visitor  groups 


Keep  unnecessary  vehicles  out 


Services: 

Provide  more  and  better  Information  _ 


Increase  maintenance  and  restoration 


Reduce  facilities  and  services 


Percentages  may  rot  total  100%  because  of  those  resoonding  Does  hot  Apply. 
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HIKING 


Orientation 

Hiking  trails  are  provided  at  Bo  Wood  and  Coon  Creek.  The  Coon 
Creek  trail  is  an  interpretative  nature  trail.  While  the  Bo  Wood 
trail  is  underused  to  well  balanced,  the  Coon  Creek  trail  is  heavily 
used  (resulting  in  some  overuse). 

The  findings  presented  in  the  remainder  of  this  section  are  based 
on  the  User  Survey.  This  survey  obtained  13  responses  from  hikers  at 
Shelbyville  (8  at  Bo  Wood  and  5  at  Coon  Creek). 
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theceoing  Pass  bunk-hot 


JllpED 


User  opinions 

Spacing  preferences  -  The  spacing  preferred  by  hikers  at  Shelbyville 
ranged  from  100  feet  to  "isolated,"  with  the  average  being  approximately 
2500  feet. 

Reasons  for  pleasant/unpleasant  experience  -  Tables  34  and  35 
indicate  the  impact  that  different  factors  had  on  making  the  hiking 
experience  pleasant  or  unpleasant  for  users  at  the  two  areas  surveyed. 

None  of  the  hikers  indicated  that  they  would  not  refirr  to  the  area. 

Table  36  indicates  the  changes  in  the  physical  condition  of  the 
areas  reported  by  hikers  from  their  previous  visit.  No  changes  in  people's 
use  of  these  areas  were  reported. 
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Table  34 


Reasons  Making  Recreation  Experience  Pleasant  or  Unpleasant-- Hiking 

Bo  Wood 


Percentage*  of  Users  Responding:  1 

Pleasant 

Unpleasant 

Not 

Important 

General  Reasons 

Characteristics  and  behavior  of  other  people 

100 

- 

- 

Distance  from  other  people 

100 

_ 

- 

Number  of  people  in  other  visitor  groups 

63 

- 

36 

Number  and  type  of  other  activities  occurring 
here 

88 

13 

- 

Scenic  views 

100 

- 

- 

Noise 

100 

- 

- 

Accidents  or  near  accidents 

100 

- 

- 

Enforcement  of  rules/regulations 

88 

13 

- 

Car  parking  facilities 

75 

36 

- 

Theft 

100 

- 

- 

Vandalism 

88 

13 

- 

Land-Based  Reasons 

Visual  privacy  from  other  people 

100 

_ 

_ 

Amount  of  facilities  (restrooms,  water,  etc.) 

100 

- 

- 

Convenience  to  facilities  (restrooms,  water, 
etc. ) 

100 

- 

- 

Nearness  to  the  water  body 

100 

- 

- 

Steepness  of  slopes 

75 

25 

- 

Maintenance  of  facilities 

88 

13 

- 

Condition  of  trees  and  landscape 

88 

13 

- 

Condition  of  grass  or  soil 

100 

- 

- 

♦Percentages  may  not  total  100%  because  of  those  responding  "Does  Not  Apply." 
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Table  35 


Reasons  Making  Recreation  Experience  Pleasant  or  Unpleasant — Hiking 

Coon  Creek 


Peicentage1 

k  of  Users  Responding:  1 

EHHH9 

Unpleasant 

Not 

Important 

General  Reasons 

Characteristics  and  behavior  of  other  people 

100 

- 

Distance  from  other  people 

80 

- 

20 

Number  of  people  in  other  visitor  groups 

60 

20 

20 

Number  and  type  of  other  activities  occurring 

80 

20 

here 

Scenic  views 

100 

- 

- 

No  ise 

80 

20 

- 

Accidents  cr  near  accidents 

100 

- 

- 

Enforcement  of  rules /regulations 

80 

20 

Car  parking  facilities 

100 

- 

Theft 

iOO 

- 

- 

Vandalism 

100 

- 

- 

Land-Based  Reasons 

Visual  privacy  from  other  people 

100 

- 

Amount  of  facilities  (restrooms,  water,  etc.) 

mo 

- 

- 

Convenience  to  facilities  (restrooms,  water. 

100 

_ 

_ 

etc. ) 

Nearness  to  the  water  body 

100 

- 

- 

Steepness  of  slopes 

60 

40 

- 

Maintenance  of  facilities 

100 

- 

- 

Condition  of  trees  and  landscape 

100 

- 

- 

Condition  of  grass  or  soil 

100 

- 

- 

♦Percentages  may  not  total  100%  because  of  those  responding  "Does  Not  Apply." 


Table  3'< 

Positive  and  Negative  Changes  Noticed  in  the  Physical  Conditions 
of  the  Area  -  Items  Mentioned  by  Hikers 


Area 

Positive  Changes* 

Negative  Changes* 

Bo  Wood 

"Cleaner" 

(1) 

(None  mentioned) 

"Better  maintenance" 

(2) 

Coon  Creek 

"Gravel  on  paths" 

(1) 

(None  mentioned) 

"Paved  roads" 

(1) 

NOTE:  The  number  in  parenthesis  (//)  indicates  the  number  of  times  the 
change  was  mentioned. 


Acceptability  of  techniques  -  Table  37  indicates  the  acceptability 
oi  different  techniques  for  solving  problems  to  the  hikers  surveyed  at 
Shelbyville. 

The  acceptability  of  most  techniques  is  very  clear:  at  least  60 
percent  of  the  respondents  agreed  on  one  of  the  3  levels  of  acceptability 
for  15  of  the  22  techniques.  But  even  for  those  techniques  which  most 
respondents  found  to  be  acceptable,  up  to  36  percent  found  them  to  be 
unacceptable.  Thus,  project  management  should  expect  some  opposition 
to  any  technique  used. 
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Table  37 

User  Acceptability  of  Techniques — Hiking 
Lake  Shelbyville 

_ Levels  of  Acceptability 

Percentage*  of  Users  Responding: 
Techniques  Very  Mildly 

_ Acceptable  Acceptable  naccepta 

General  Planning  Techniques 

Keep  major  recreation  areas  more  separated  45  45  9 

Make  vehicle  access  to  areas  less  ^  ^3 

_ convenient _ 

Make  area's  existence  less  obvious  -  27  73 

Site  Planning  Techniques 

Redesign  area  to  accommodate  fewer  users  64  18  18 

Design  for  greater  distance  between  people  64  18  I  18 

Reduce  number  of  parking  spaces  45  27  27 

Change  natural  surface  by  hardening  27  -  73 

Change  natural  surface  by  paving  45  18  36 

Provide  landscaped  buffers  82  18 

Management  Techniques 
Procedures: 

Require  prior  reservations  9  27  64 

Require  permits  36  9  56 

Charge/ increase  fees  -  9  91 

Rules  and  Regulations: 

Impose  more  rules  36  36  27 

Provide  stricter  enforcement  of  rules  73  9  18 

Close  areas  when  natural  resource  ^3  27 

_ destruction  reaches  critica  pint _ 

Close  areas  when  they  become  "too  full"  64  -  36 

Reduce  number  of  activities  in  same  area  27  36  36 

Limit  number  of  people  in  visitor  groups  45  27  27 

Keep  unnecessary  vehicles  out  73  18 

Services: 

_ Provide  more  and  better  information _ 73 _ 18 _ - 

Increase  maintenance  and  restoration  73  18  9 

Reduce  facilities  and  services  18  18  64 

*~er.  Z'S~  rages  may  not  total  100%  because  of  those  responding  "Does  Not  Apply." 
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PICNICKING 


Orientation 

Picnic  areas  are  provided  at  eight  Corps  areas  and  two  State- 
operated  areas.  Shelters  are  available  on  a  reservation  basis  and  are 
very  popular.  Most  of  the  picnic  areas  receive  moderate  use  to  under¬ 
use,  with  the  exception  of  the  Dam  Access  Area  which  receives  heavy  use. 

The  findings  presented  in  the  remainder  of  this  section  are  based 
on  the  User  Survey.  This  survey  obtained  48  responses  from  picnickers 
at  Shelbyville  (28  at  Bo  Wood  and  20  at  Dam  West). 


1 
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User  characteristics 

Table  38  indicates  the  characteristics  of  the  picnickers  surveyed 
at  Shelbyville.  The  most  significant  differences  in  the  characteristics 
of  the  picnickers  surveyed  at  Shelbyville  from  those  of  other  study  pro¬ 
ject  areas  are  the  fewer  users  from  nearby  locations  and  the  few  users 
who  are  only  picnicking. 


Table  38 

Picnicker  Characteristics 


Percent  of 

Group 

Percent  of 

Age 

Picnickers 

Size 

Picnickers 

<L8 

4 

1 

0 

18  -  25 

15 

2 

0** 

26  -  40 

54 

3-4 

31 

41  -  55 

13 

5-8 

52 

<6  -  65 

13* 

9-12 

6 

>65 

2 

>12 

10 

Travel  Time  to 

Percent  of 

Visit 

Percent  of 

Project  Area 

Picnickers 

Duration 

Picnickers 

<15  minutes 

0** 

1-4  hours 

17 

15  -  30  minutes 

15** 

5-8  hours 

50 

30  -  60  minutes 

35 

1  day 

6 

1  -  2  hours 

23 

2  days 

10 

2  -  3  hours 

17 

3  days 

13 

3  -  5  hours 

10 

4  days 

0 

>5  hours 

0 

5-7  days 

4 

>7  days 

0 

No.  of  Other 

Percent  of 

Activities 

Picnickers 

0 

2** 

1 

19 

2 

28 

3 

26 

4 

11 

5 

11 

6 

0 

>6 

4 

*Signif icantly  higher  than  total 

survey  sample. 

**Signif icantly 

lower  than  total 

survey  sample. 
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User  opinions 

Spacing  preferences  -  Tables  39  and  40  indicate  the  spacing  that 
picnickers  surveyed  at  Shelbyville  and  elsewhere  prefer. 


Table  39 

Preferred  Distance  Responses* 


Sample 

Sample 

Size 

Range 

Mean 

Median 

Mode 

All  Picnickers  Surveyed 

190 

1  -  a 

62 

50 

50 

Shelbyville 

43 

20  -  a 

54 

50 

50 

Bo  Woods 

24 

20  -  a 

60 

50 

100 

Dam  West 

19 

20  -120 

46 

50 

50 

*In  feet;  See  Appendix  A  for  definitions  of  terms, 
a  -  response  of  "alone"  or  "out  of  sight." 


Tab le  40 

Preferred  Distance  Responses  in  Planning  Range  and 
Preference  Groupings* 


Sample 


All  Picnickers 
surveyed 
Shelbyville 

Bo  Woods 
Dam  West 


%  in  Planning 
RangeiaO'-lOO’) 


%  in  A 


%  in  B 


%  in  C 
60’-79 


%  in  D 
80'-100 


*See  Appendix  A  for  definitions  of  terms;  See  Technical  Report  for  a  full  develop 
ment  of  spacing  preference  information. 

^Percentage  of  all  preferred  distance  responses. 

Percentage  of  all  preferred  distance  responses  in  the  Planning  Range. 


Reasons  for  pleasant/unpleasant:  experience  -  Tables  41  and  42  indi¬ 
cate  the  impact  that  different  factors  had  on  making  the  picnicking 
experience  pleasant  or  unpleasant  for  users  at  the  two  areas  surveyed. 
Picnickers  at  both  areas  found  their  experience  to  be  generally  pleasant. 
The  "steepness  of  slopes"  and  "condition  of  grass  or  soil"  were  the  fac¬ 
tors  which  most  often  made  the  respective  experience  at  Bo  Woods  and 
Dam  West  unpleasant.  None  of  the  users  surveyed  indicated  that  they 
would  not  return  to  the  area. 

Tables  43  and  44  indicate  the  changes  in  the  physical  conditions 
and  people's  use  of  the  areas  reported  by  picnickers  from  their  previous 
visits. 


Table  41 


Reasons  Making  Recreation  Experience  Pleasant  or  Unpleasant — Picnicking 

Bo  Wood 


Percentage*  of  Users  Responding: 

Pleasant 

Unpleasant 

Not 

Important 

General  Reasons 

Characteristics  and  behavior  of  other  people 

100 

_ 

_ 

Distance  from  other  people 

85 

4 

7 

Number  of  people  in  other  visitor  groups 

82 

14 

Number  and  type  of  other  activities  occurring 
here 

86 

4 

11 

Scenic  views 

100 

- 

- 

Noise 

93 

7 

- 

Accidents  or  near  accidents 

100 

- 

- 

Enforcement  of  rules/regulations 

100 

- 

- 

Car  parking  facilities 

86 

14 

- 

Theft 

96 

4 

- 

Vandalism 

96 

4 

- 

Land-Based  Reasons 

Visual  privacy  from  other  people 

82 

11 

7 

Amount  of  facilities  (restrooms,  water,  etc.) 

89 

11 

- 

Convenience  to  facilities  (restrooms,  water, 
etc. ) 

82 

18 

- 

Nearness  to  the  water  body 

100 

- 

- 

Steepness  of  slopes 

64 

36 

- 

Maintenance  of  facilities 

96 

4 

- 

Condition  of  trees  and  landscape 

100 

- 

- 

Condition  of  grass  or  soil 

96 

4 

- 

Water-Based  Reasons 

Water  quality 

100 

- 

- 

*Percentages  may  not  total  100%  because  of  those  responding  "Does  Not  Apply." 
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Table  42 


Reasons  Making  Recreation  Experience  Pleasant  or  Unpleasant — Picnicking 

Dam  West 


Percentage 

*  of  Useis  Responding:  1 

Pleasant 

Unpleasant 

Not 

Important 

General  Reasons 

Characteristics  and  beiiavior  of  other  people 

100 

“ 

“ 

Distai. c°  from  other  people 

100 

- 

- 

Number  of  people  in  other  visitor  groups 

100 

- 

- 

Number  and  type  of  other  activities  occurring 

100 

here 

Scenic  views 

100 

- 

- 

Noise 

95 

5 

- 

Accidents  or  near  accidents 

100 

- 

- 

Enforcement  of  rules/regulations 

100 

- 

- 

Car  parking  facilities 

95 

5 

- 

Theft 

95 

5 

- 

Vandalism 

100 

- 

- 

Land-Based  Reasons 

Visual  privacy  from  other  people 

100 

_ 

Amount  of  facilities  (restrooms,  water,  etc.) 

95 

5 

- 

Convenience  to  facilities  (restrooms,  water. 

100 

_ 

_ 

etc. ) 

Nearness  to  the  water  body 

100 

- 

- 

Steepness  of  slopes 

100 

- 

- 

Maintenance  of  facilities 

100 

- 

- 

Condition  of  trees  and  landscape 

100 

- 

- 

Condition  of  grass  or  soil 

42 

58 

- 

Water-Based  Reasons 

Water  quality 

“ 

♦Percentages  may  not  total  100%  because  of  those  responding  "Does  Not  Apply." 
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Table  43 


Positive  and  Negative  Changes  Noticed  in  the  Physical  Conditions 
of  the  Area  -  Items  Mentioned  by  Picnickers 


Area 

Positive  Changes* 

Negative  Changes* 

Bo  Wood 

(None  mentioned) 

"More  erosion"  (1) 

Dam  West 

"Cleaner" 

(2) 

(None  mentioned) 

"Garbage  can  closes" 

(1) 

"More  tables" 

(1) 

"Trees" 

(1) 

"More  development" 

(1) 

"Low  water" 

(1) 

"Mowed  grass" 

(1) 

NOTE:  The  number  in  parenthesis  (//)  indicates  the  number  of  times  the 
change  was  mentioned. 


Table  44 

Positive  and  Negative  Changes  Noticed  in  the  People's  Use 
of  the  Area  -  Items  Mentioned  by  Picnickers 


Area 

Positive  Changes 

Negative  Changes 

Bo  Wood 

(None  mentioned) 

(None  mentioned) 

Dam  West 

"Friendlier1' 

(1) 

(None  mentioned) 

"More  families" 

(1) 

"More  party  people" 

(1) 

NOTE:  The  number  in  parenthesis  (if)  indicates  the  number  of  times  the 
change  was  mentioned. 


Acceptability  of  techniques  -  Table  45  indicates  the  acceptability 
of  different  techniques  for  solving  problems  to  the  picnickers  surveyed 
at  Shelby v? lie. 

The  acceptability  of  some  of  the  techniques  is  clear:  at  least  60 
percent  of  the  respondents  agreed  on  one  of  the  3  levels  of  acceptability 
for  5  of  the  22  techniques.  But  even  for  those  techniques  which  most 
responients  found  to  be  acceptable,  up  to  43  percent  found  them  to  be 
unacceptable.  Thus,  project  management  should  expect  some  opposition 
to  any  technique  used. 


Table  45 


User  Acceptability  of  Techniques — Picnicking 
Lake  Shelbyville 


Levels  of  Acceptability  1 

Techniques 

Percentage 

Very 

Acceptable 

1  of  Users  R( 

Mildly 

Acceptable 

ssponding: 

Unacceptable 

General  Planning  Techniques 

Keep  naior  recreation  areas  more  separated 

39 

35 

26 

Make  vehicle  access  co  areas  less 
convenient 

17 

26 

57 

Make  area's  existence  less  obvious 

17 

30 

52 

Site  Planning  Techniques 

Redesign  area  to  accommodate  fewer  users 

30 

39 

22 

Design  tor  greater  distance  between  people 

35 

26 

39 

Reduce  number  of  parking  spaces 

43 

22 

35 

Change  natural  surface  by  paving 

48 

39 

13 

Provide  landscaped  buffers 

9 

35 

9 

Management  Techniques 

Procedures: 

Require  prior  reservations 

4 

26 

57 

Require  permits 

39 

22 

39 

Charge/increase  fees 

26 

13 

61 

Rules  and  Regulations: 

Impose  more  rules 

. 13 . 

22 

65 

Provide  stricter  enforcement  of  rules 

35 

30 

35 

Close  areas  when  natural  resource 
destruction  reaches  critical  point 

61 

30 

9 

- - 

Close  area:  when  they  become  "too  full" 

52 

13 

35 

Reduce  number  of  activities  in  seam  area 

43 

13 

43 

Limit  number  of  people  In  visiter  groups 

9 

13 

78 

Keep  unnecessary  vehicles  out 

57 

30 

- 

Services: 

Provide  more  and  better  information 

78 

13 

9 

Increase  maintenance  and  restoration 

65 

22 

9 

Reduce  facilities  and  services 

13 

9 

57 

♦Percentages  may  not  total  100%  because  of  those  responding  "Does  Not  Apply. 
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U ser  characteristics 

Table  46  indicates  the  characteristics  of  the  shoreline  fishermen 
surveyed  at  Shelbyville.  The  characteristics  of  the  shoreline  fishermen 
surveyed  at  Shelbyville  are  similar  to  those  of  fishermen  surveyed  at 
other  study  project  areas. 


Table  46 

Shoreline  Fisherman  Characteristics 


Percent  of 

Group 

Percent  of 

A«e 

Shoreline  Fishermen 

Size 

Shoreline  Fishermen 

<18 

13 

1 

13 

18  -  25 

22 

2 

39 

26  -  40 

13 

3-4 

39 

41  -  55 

39 

5-8 

9 

56  -  65 

9 

9-12 

0 

>65 

4 

>12 

0 

Travel  Time  to 

Percent  of 

Visit 

Percent  of 

Project  Area 

Shoreline  Fishermen 

Duration 

Shoreline  Fishermen 

<15  minutes 

4 

1-4  hours 

22 

15  -  30  minutes 

17 

5-8  hours 

4S 

30  -  60  minutes 

30 

1  day 

4 

1  -  2  hours 

22 

2  days 

9 

2  -  3  hours 

17 

3  days 

4 

3  -  5  hours 

9 

4  days 

0 

>5  hours 

0 

5-7  days 

0 

>7  days 

9 

No.  of  Other 

Percent  of 

Activities 

Shoreline  Fishermen 

0 

14 

1 

1? 

2 

0 

3 

0 

4 

4 

5 

0 

6 

9 

>6 

0 

User  opinions 

Spacing  preferences  -  Tables  4  7  and  4 8  indicate  the  spacing  that 
shoreline  fishermen  surveyed  at  Shelbyville  and  el? where  prefer. 


Tab  1 1  47 

Preferred  Distance  Responses* 


Sample 

Sample 
_ .  ■ 
di  ze 

Range 

Mean 

Median 

Mode  J 

All  shoreline  fishermen  surveyed 

106 

6  -  a 

76 

35 

50 

Shelbyville  (lailwater) 

21 

10  -  a 

28 

25 

25 

_ J 

*In  feet;  See  Appendix  A  for  definitions  of  terms, 
a  -  response  of  "alone"  or  "out  of  sight." 


Table  48 

Preferred  Distance  Responses  in  Planning  Range  and 
Preference  Groupings* 


Sample 

V,  in  ° fanning 
Xangc-1  (lO’-lOO') 

|  %  in  A- 
1  ( 10'- 19' 1 

3  in  32 

(  2-J '  -  39  ‘ ) 

7.  in  C2 
(49’-59' ) 

7.  in  D2 

<60’-I00’j 

All  shoreline  fishermen 
surveyed 

832 

1  202 

382 

24a 

1  82 

Shelbyville  (Tailwater) 

95 

25 

50 

25 

0 

1 

*See  Appendix  A  for  definitions  of  terms:  See  Technical  Report  for  a  full  developmen 
of  spacing  preference  information. 

^Percentage  of  all  prefeired  distance  responses. 

“Percentage  of  all  preferred  distance  responses  in  Planning  Range. 

Closer  spacing  if  preferred  more  frequentl  by  the  fishermen  surveyed 
at  Shelbyville  than  by  those  at  other  project  areas. 


Reasons  for  pleasant/unploasant  experience  -  Table  48  indicates 
the  impact  that  different  factors  iiad  on  making  the  shoreline  fishing 
experience  pleasant  or  unpleasant  for  users  at  the  'Lailwater  area. 

Fishermen  at  the  Tailwater  found  their  experience  to  be  generally  pleasant, 
with  the  steepness  of  slopes  being  unpleasant  in  a  significant  number  of 
cases.  None  of  the  fishermen  surveyed  indicated  that  he  would  not  return 
to  the  area. 

Tables  49  and  50  indicate  the  changes  in  the  physical  condition  and 
people's  use  of  the  area  reported  by  shoreline  fishermen  from  their 
previous  visits. 

Table  49 

Positive  and  Negative  Changes  Noticed  in  the  I$v si£al_ _Conditi ons 
of  the  Area  -  Items  Mentioned  by  Shoreline  Fishermen 


Area 

Positive  Changes 

Negative  Changes 

Tailwater 

i 

"Fish  cleaning  station”(l) 

"Clean-.'  (1) 

"Bleachers"  (D 

i 

L.  .. 

"Low  water"  (3) 
"Dead  fish  on  bank"  (1) 
"Water  dirtier"  (1) 

MOTE:  The  number  in  parenthesis  (//)  indicates  the  number  of  Limes  tae 
change  was  mentioned. 


Table  50 

Positive  and  Negative  Changes  N >ticed  in  the  People's  Use 
of  the  Area  -  Items  Mentioned  by  Shoreline  Fishermen 


Area 

Positive  Changes 

Negative  Changes 

Tailwater 

"More  working  people"  (1) 

"Not  as  mary  people"  (1) 

"Out  of  town  people"  (1) 

... 

NOTE:  The  number  in  parenthesis  (,/)  indicates  the  number  of  times  the 
change  was  mentioned. 
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Table  98 

Reason.1.  Making  Reere.it  Ion  experience  Pleasant  or  Unpleasant — Shoreline  Pishing 

Tai lwaler 


Ri  asons 

Geni  i  al_  Kiyasons 

_  thar.  ic  ter  is  t  ics  and  behavior  ol  otliei  poop  1  e _ 

Distance  from  other  people 


:  Percentage*  of  Users  Responding: 

i  Pleasant  Unpleasant  ,  Not 
_ ;  _ _ _ _ * _ important 


4 — — - 

I  87 


N nmner  of  people  in  other  visitor  groups 


Number  and  type  ot  othei  activities  occurring  here  j  9b 


Sienic  views 


Accidents  or  near  accidents 


lint o i  cemen t  ot  nil es/ regu  hit  ions 
Car  parking  facilities 


Vandal  ism 


l.and-Uased  Reasons 

Visual  privacy  from  other  people 

Amount  of  facilities  (restrooms,  water,  etc.) 


Convenience  to  facilities  (restrooms,  water,  OLc.)  J  96 


Nearness  to  the  water  body 


Steepness  of  slopes 


Maintenance  of  facilities 


Condition  of  trees  and  landscape 

Condition  of  grass  or  soil 

Water-Based  Reaso ns 
Water  quality 


r~ 


61 

87 


- \ 


13  j 


Catching  fish  ■  J” _ I _ "J _ 

Formal  designation  oi  places  for  vonr  activity  j  ^  !  *'* 

♦Percentages  mav  not  total  10(f/  hei  ause  of  those  responding  "Does  aot  Apply.' 
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Acceptability  of  techniques  -  Table  51  indicates  the'  acceptability 
of  different  techniques  for  solving  problems  to  the  shoreline  fishermen 
surveyed  at  Shelbyville. 

The  acceptability  of  many  techniques  is  very  clear:  at  least  60 
percent  of  the  respondents  agreed  on  one  of  the  3  levels  of  acceptability 
for  8  of  the  22  techniques.  Hut  even  for  those  techniques  which  most 
respondents  found  to  be  acceptable,  up  to  43  percent  found  them  to  be 
unacceptable.  Thus,  project  management  should  expect  some  opposition 
to  any  technique  used. 
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SUNBATHINC/SWIMMI NG 


Orientation 

The  Corps  provides  swimming  beaches  at  five  areas.  These  areas 
have  bathhouses,  buoyed  areas,  and  sandy  beaches,  and  receive  moderate 
to  heavy  use  (resulting  in  overcrowding  in  some  cases) . 

The  findings  presented  in  the  remainder  of  this  section  are  based 
on  the  User  Survey.  This  survey  obtained  66  responses  from  sunbathers/ 
swimmers  at  Shelbyville  (46  at  Dam  West  and  20  at  Sullivan). 
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User  characteris  ties 

Table  52  indicates  Che  characteristics  of  the  sunbathers/swimmers 
surveyed  at  Shelbyville.  The  most  significant  difference  in  the  charac¬ 
teristics  of  the  sunbathers/swimmers  surveyed  at  Shelbyville  from  those 
of  other  study  project  areas  is  the  greater  number  of  users  who  are  only 
swimming  and  sunbathing  (1  other  activity). 


Table  52 

Sunbather/Swirimer  Characteristics 


Percent  of 

Group 

Percent  of 

Sunbathers/ Swimmers 

Size 

Sunbathers/Swimmers 

<18 

14 

1 

9 

18  -  25 

34 

2 

27 

26  -  AO 

42 

3-4 

42 

41  -  55 

5 

5-8 

19 

56  -  65 

5 

9-12 

3 

>65 

1 

>12 

0 

Travel  Time  to 

Percent  of 

Visit 

Percent  of 

Pro  ject  Area 

Sunbathers/Swimmers 

Duration 

Sunbathers/Swimmers 

<15  minutes 

28 

1-4  hours 

62 

15  -  30  minutes 

35 

5-8  hours 

31 

30  -  60  minutes 

34 

1  day 

0 

1  -  2  hours 

0 

2  days 

2 

2  -  3  hours 

3 

3  days 

0 

3  -  5  hours 

0 

4  days 

3 

>5  hours 

0 

5-7  days 

3 

>7  days 

0 

No.  of  Other 

Percent  of 

Activities 

Sunbathers/Swimmers 

0 

n 

1 

74* 

2 

9 

3 

0 

4 

0 

5 

0 

6 

0 

>6 

6 

*Signi f icantly  higher  than  lota]  survey  sample. 

t«f  *  -  '/-y, 
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User  opinions 

Spacing  preferences  -  Tables  53  a 'd  54  indicate  die  spacing  that 
sunbathers  and  swimmers  surveyed  at  Sh.  ibyville  and  elsewhere  prefer. 


Preferred  Distance  Responses* 


Sample 


All  Sunbathers  surveyed 

Shelbyville 

Dam  West 
Sull ivan 


All  Swimmers  surveyed 

Shelbyville 

Dam  West 
Sullivan 


Range  i  Mean  Median  Mode 
_ _ Z_| _ . _ 

i  i 


15,  20 


31  10-300  |  21 

24  10-100  23 

7  10-  30  14 

20  2-200  25 

30  2-  50  19 

20  2-  50  20 

10  8-  30  ^  18 


*In  feet;  See  Appendix  A  for  definitions  of  terms, 
a  -  response  of  "alone"  or  "out  of  sight." 

Table  54 

Preferred  Distance  Responses  in  Planning  Range  and 
Preference  (.roupings* 


Sample 

All  Sunbathers 
surveyed 

Shelbyville 

Dam  West 
Sul livan 


%  in  Planning  7 in  A  2  j  X  in 
Rangel(5'-50')  <5*-14’)  I  (15 '-20') 


%  in  D2 
(31 '-50' 


Sample 

Al  1  Swimmers 
surveyed 

Shelbyvi lie 

Dam  West 
Sul  1 ivan 


96  26  |  48  9  17 

100  86  i  0  14  0 

%  in  Planning  %  in  A“  %  in  X  in  %  i n  D- 

Range  ^  1  -  50 ' )  (3  (]5'-24*)  (25'-  34' )  (  35' -50' 

-f  '  | 

ft  ftfl  !  ftr  ».  I  I  1  r  O  5/  1C  k’/ 


*See  Appendix  A  for  definitions  of  terms;  See  Tuhnioal  Kip^rt  sor  a  full 
^development  ot  spacing  preference  i niorma t *or». 

„ Percentage  of  «i]  preferred  ioipmims, 

“'Percentage  of  all  preferred  distant  e  responses  :n  Planning  Range. 
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Reasons  tor  pleasant/unpleasant:  experience  -  Tables  55  and  56 
Indicate  the  impact  that  different  factors  had  on  making  the  sunbathing/ 
swimming  experience  pleasant  or  unpleasant  for  users  at  the  two  areas 
surveyed.  Users  at  both  areas  found  their  experience  to  be  generally 
pleasant.  The  "condition  of  grass  or  soil"  was  the  factor  which  most 
often  made  the  experience  at  Dam  West  unpleasant;  while  the  "water  quality" 
and  "parking  facilities"  were  tiie  factors  which  most  often  made  the  experi¬ 
ence  at  Sullivan  unpleasant.  None  of  the  users  surveyed  indicated  that 
they  would  not  return  to  the  area. 

Tables  57  and  58  indicate  the  changes  in  physical  condition  and 
people's  use  of  the  areas  reported  by  sunbathers  and  swimmers  from  their 
previous  visits. 
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Reasons  Making  Rei  reatioii  Kxperieiue  PJ-.  .isant  or  Unpleasant — Sunbaiiiiiig/Swiiiiii.iiig 

O.i, 'i  li'i-s  t 


Reasons 

Genera 1  Reasons 

Characteristics  and  beiiavior  of  other  people 
Distance  from  otbei  people 


J’e^r^e  ina^e  *  o  1  Users  Re  spending: 

...  i  ,  j  No  t 

Pleasant  !  t  no I e.isant 

}  ' _ _ _ Important 


j  9r 

i  " 

!  96 


Number  oi  peoplt*  in  oilier  visitor  pi o ups  |  90  4 

Nuiubci  and  type  o!  other  activities  incurring  1  , ... 

.  "  100 

no  re _ _ _ _ _ [_ _ _ 

i 

Scenic  views  j  96  4 

Noise  100 

Accidents  oi  near  accidents  9t>  2  2 

enforcement  of  nil c s/ regu lat i ons  91  9 

t 

Car  parking  facilities  j  9!  o 

Uieft  !  9{,  2  > 

Vandalism  ~|  100 


~1  u 


Land-Base,!  Reasons 

Amount  of  facilities  (restrooms,  vutei,  etc.) 
Convenience  to  faiilities  (restrooms,  water, 

etc  . ) 


Maintenance  ol  facilities 

Condition  of  trees  and  landscape 

Condition  of  grass  or  soil 

Wate r-Based  Reasons 
Water  quality 


>  > 


- 

31 

- 

- 

- 

Forma!  designation  of  places  for  your  aetivitv  - 

People  in  areas  they  shoi.ldn't  bo  j  - 

''Percentages  mav  not  total  500  because  oi  those  te^pinding  "Dees  Not  Apnl-  ." 


_ J 


T<ib  1  c  56 

Reasons  Making  Recreation  Experience  Pleasant  or  Unpleasant — Sunbathing/Swimming 

Sulli  an 

|  Percentage*  of  Users  Responding:  j 
Reasons  I  _  ,1..  _  1  Not  | 


,  , .  nut 

leasant  Unpleasant 
_ _ _ lmporta.it 


General  Reasons 

Characteristics  and  behavior  of  other  people  90  10 

Distance  from  other  people  100 

Number  of  people  in  other  visitor  groups  100 

Number  and  type  of  other  activities  occurring 

here _ L°° _ I _ I 

Scenic  views  100 

Noise  100 

Accidents  or  near  accidents  90  10 

Enforcement  of  rules/regulations  100 

Car  parking  facilities  70  30 

Theft  90  10 

Vandalism  100 

Land-Based  Reasons 

Amount  of  facilities  ^restrooms,  water,  etc.)  90  10 

Convenience  to  facilities  (restrooms,  water, 

etc.)  100 

Maintenance  of  facilities  100 

Condition  of  trees  and  landscape  100 

Condition  of  grass  or  soil  100 

Hater-Based  Reasons 

Water  quality  50  50 

Formal  designation  of  places  for  your  activity  60 
People  in  areas  they  shouldn't  be  100 

*Percentages  may  not  total  100%  because  el  ..hose  responding  "Does  Not  Apply." 
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Acceptability  of  techniques  -  Table  59  indicates  the  acceptability 
of  different  techniques  for  solving  problems  to  the  sunbathers  and 
swimmers  surveyed  at  Shelby ville. 

The  acceptability  of  most  techniques  is  very  clear:  at  least  60 
percent  of  the  respondents  agreed  on  one  of  the  3  levels  of  acceptability 
for  16  of  the  18  techniques.  But  even  for  those  techr.ques  which  most 
respondents  found  to  be  acceptable,  up  to  49  percent  found  them  to  be 
unacceptable.  Thus,  project  management  should  expect  some  opposition 
to  any  technique  used. 
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PART  J:  ANALYSIS  OK  SLi.Li.ihJ  PROBl.EMS/SJUJAl  IONS 


This  final  section  identifies  and  examines  selected  problems  and 
situations  at  Lake  Sheibvville.  Hie  section  is  not  intended  to  provide 
provide  solutions  to  all  orojeot  are..  problems.  Nor  is  it  a  substitute 
for  project  area  master  planning.  l'lu-  solutions/ techniques  are  intended 
to  bo  only  suggestions  >  ‘  further  consideration  by  project  area  person¬ 

nel,  for  they  are  most  f  imiliar  with,  t  *>..  intricacies  associated  with 
these  problems. 

In  many  ases,  the  project  irea  staff  is  already  aware  of  these 
problems  or  situations  and  is  in  the  process  of  dealing  with  them.  And 
ir.  some  cases,  the  solutions/ tec.  iques  listed  in  Table  60  may  not  be 
practical  or  possible  because  of  management,  budget,  or  other  constraints. 


A.ea/Subject 
Ho  Wood  Camping 


Tab  l  o  60 

Analysis  of  Selected  Problems/Situations 


Prob 1 em/Si tun Is on 

0vor_oso — specifically  on  the 
campsites. 

Overuse — campers  nave  worn  a 
path  from  the  campsites  to  the 
bathroora/shower  bui Iding. 


Possible 

Sol;  ‘•ions/Techniques 

e  xnsLall  impact  sites  or  harden 
sites  whole  sites  are  worn, 
especially  those  in  deep  shade. 

•  harden  paths  leading  to  batli- 
roonWsbower  building. 


Bo  Wood  and  Other 
Camping  areas 


Overcrowding  and  Q''ei  use — Between  »  piovide  double  oi  group  sites 
adjacent  site  occupied  by  men—  .n  the  more  popular  areas. 

hers  of  the-  same  group  or  famiiv.  ,  , 

•  harden  areas . 

•  use  impact  sites. 


Coon  Creek  Camping  Overuse 


Overuse — Some  campsites  have 
received  severe  overuse. 


Overcrowding — Campsites  desig¬ 
nated  by  painted  strips  along  the 
outside  eight  feet  oi  road  sur¬ 
face  are  hazardous  both  to 
traffic  &  to  tiio  people  using 
the  site. 


e  continue  to  rehabilitate  sites 
&  monitor  others  to  prevent 
severe  overuse  from  reoccurring. 

«  eliminate  this  type  of  site. 
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Area/ Subject  Probl em/Si t nation 

Li rh i a  Springs--  Underuse — The  limited  level  of 
Camping  cevelopment  may  be  the  cause. 


Coon  Creek — G  &  H  Underuse — These  areas  are  loca- 

legs  -  Camping  ted  away  from  the  Lake. 


Picnicking  areas  Underuse — In  general,  picnic 
areas  are  underused,  except 
those  at  beaches. 


Boating  Overuse — Random  oeaching  of 

boats  at  activity  areas  is 
causing  shoreline  erosion  which 
is  difficult  to  rehabilitate. 

Wilborn,  Bo  Wood,  Overcrowding--The.se  ramps  as 
and  other  boat  we] 1  as  other  ramps  are  some- 

launching  areas  times  congested  and  crowded; 

sometimes  conflicts  between 


users . 


Possible 

So  Lutions/Techniques 

•  provide  parking  closer  to  entry 
path. 

•  install  better  facilities  (flusli 
toilets  &  drinking  water). 

•  provide  more  and  better  signage 
on  highways  &  within  the  camp¬ 
ground  (possibly  promoting  it  as 
an  area  away  from  the  water  for 
those  who  prefer  this  type  of 

si te)  . 

•  Add  facilities  such  as  play¬ 
ground,  showers,  electric  sites, 
etc. 

•  provide  signs  on  nearby  high¬ 
ways. 

•  increase  level  of  development 
by  adding  bathrooms,  shelters, 
etc. 

•  develop  other  activities  near 
the  pic..ic  area,  such  as  a  swim¬ 
ming  beach. 

•  provide  end  to  end  picnic  table 
arrangements  for  groups  to  aid 

in  solving  underuse. 

•  designate  and  hrrden  boat  beach¬ 
ing  areas  or  provide  courtesy 
docks  at  popular  areas. 

•  provide  someone  to  direct 
traffic  during  periods  of  peak 
use  to  reduce  conflicts. 

•  post  signs  pointing  out  that 
boats  should  be  prepared  for 
launching  prior  to  driving  onto 
the  ramp . 

•  develop  new  launches  nearby. 

•  encourage  non-peak  use,  dis¬ 
courage  peak  period  use. 

•  provide  courtesy  docks  to 
reduce  ovei crowding  &  conflicts. 


Area/Subject 


Problem/Si  tuat ion 


Possib1 " 

Soiutions/Ti  niques 


Swimming  and  boat  Overcrowding  &  Overuse — Parkin*.',  e  install  traffic  control  devices 

launching  on  grassed  areas.  to  direct  traffic  to  designated 

areas  only. 

•  designate  overflow  parking: 
these  areas  could  be  hardened 
(gravel,  bituminous)  if  high  use 
becomes  frequent  or  area  becomes 
more  popular. 
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APPENDIX  A:  KEY  TERMS 


1.  Activity  area  -  The  specific  area  where  an  individual  primary 
activity  occurs  (e.g.,  a  campground,  the  lake,  a  hiking  trail,  a  picnic 
area,  etc . ) . 

2.  Capacity,  recreational  carrying  -  The  capability  of  a  recrea¬ 
tional  resource  to  provide  opportunity  for  certain  types  of  satisfactory 
recreation  experiences  over  time  without  significant  degradation  of  the 
resource.  Inherent  in  this  view  of  carrying  capacity  are  resource  (bio¬ 
physical)  and  social  (psycho-social)  capacities. 

3.  Capacity,  resource  -  The  level  of  recreational  use  of  a  resource 
beyond  which  irreversible  biological  deterioration  takes  place  or  degra¬ 
dation  of  the  physical  environment  makes  the  resource  no  longer  suitable 

or  attractive  for  that  recreational  use. 

4.  Capacity,  social  -  The  level  of  recreational  use  of  a  resource 
or  area  beyond  which  the  user's  expectation  of  the  experience  is  not 
realized  and  he/siie  does  not  achieve  a  reasonable  level  of  satisfaction. 

5.  Carrying  capacity  guidelines  -  The  levels  of  use  and  the  methods 
used  to  obtain  and  achieve  them  which  are  recommended  in  this  report. 

6.  F actors  -  The  characteristics  and  phenomena  which  influence 
carrying  capacity. 

7.  Indicators  -  The  phenomena  which  can  be  used  to  identify  or 
measure  the  degree  of  overcrowding  or  overuse,  and  which  can  be  used  In 
conjunction  with  a  monitoring  system  to  help  predict  when  problems  of 
overuse  and  overcrowding  will  occur  if  preventive  measures  are  not  taken. 

8.  Management/site  survey  -  The  initial  survey  conducted  at  the 
study  project  areas  where  resource  managers,  rangers,  and  maintenance 
personnel  were  interviewed  and  a  reconnaissance  was  made  of  "overused, " 
"overcrowded,"  "underused,"  and  "well-balanced"  recreation  areas.  (See 
Appendix  B. ) 

9.  Mean  -  The  measure  of  central  value  defined  as  the  sum  of  all 
observations  divided  by  the  number  of  observations. 

10.  Median  -  The  measure  of  central  value  defined  as  the  point  on 
the  scale  of  observations  which  is  the  middle  observation  (if  there  is 
an  odd  number  of  cases)  or  which  is  the  mean  of  the  two  central  observa¬ 
tions  (If  there  la  an  even  number  of  cases) . 

11.  Mode  -  The  measure  of  central  value  defined  as  the  observation 
with  th<»  largest  frequency. 

12.  Monitoring  -  The  periodic  assessment  of  the  impact  that  use 
levels  have  on  the  social  capacity  or  resource  capacity  of  an  area. 

13.  Overcrowding  -  A  condition  where  the  user  does  not  achieve  a 
satisfactory  recreational  experience  because  of  too  many  people,  inade¬ 
quate  distances  between  sites,  etc. 


14.  Overuse  -  A  condition  where  (during  the  course  of  a  season/ 
year)  degradation  of  the  physical  environment  makes  the  resource  no  longer 
suitable  or  attractive  for  recreational  use. 

15.  Planning  range  -  The  range  of  spacing  distances  for  an  activ¬ 
ity  which  satisfies  the  spacing  preferences  of  the  majority  of  recreators 
participating  in  that  activity,  which  at  the  same  time  accounts  for  other 
considerations  (e.g.,  cost,  safety,  equity,  etc.). 

16.  Preference  distribution  -  The  set  of  preference  groupings  for 
an  activity  which  can  be  modified  to  develop  the  social  carrying  capacity 
of  an  area. 

17.  Preference  groupings  -  The  range  of  spacing  distances  for  an 
activity  which  satisfies  the  similar  spacing  preferences  of  a  group  of 
recreators  participating  in  that  activity. 

18.  Primary  activity  -  The  major  recreation  activity  which  brought 
the  visitor  to  the  recreation  area. 

19.  Project  area  -  The  land  and  water  area  of  the  total  Corps  of 
Engineers  Project. 

20.  Project  management  -  The  project  area  staff,  district  personnel, 
and  other  people  involved  with  project  area  management. 

21.  Recreation  area  -  Corps-managed  areas  specifically  identified 
for  recreational  use  within  the  total  Project  Boundary;  usually  named. 

22.  Recreation  day  -  A  standard  unit  of  use  consisting  of  a  visit 
by  one  individual  to  a  recreation  development  or  area  for  recreation  pur¬ 
poses  during  any  reasonable  portion  or  all  of  a  24-hour  period. 

23.  Recreation  environment  -  An  activity  area  together  with  its 
various  recreation  settings. 

24.  Recreation  resource  -  The  land  and/or  water  areas,  with  asso¬ 
ciated  facilities,  which  provide  a  base  for  outdoor  recreation  activities. 

25.  Recreation  setting  -  The  physical,  development/control,  activ¬ 
ity/use  relationship  components  of  an  activity  area;  taken  as  a  whole,  the 
''arious  settings  comprise  a  particular  "recreation  environment"  for  each 
activity  area. 

26.  Recreation  unit  -  A  campsite,  picnic  table,  boat,  off-road 
vehicle,  user  group,  or  other  unit  which  when  spaced  together  with  other 
units  represents  a  use  level  or  density. 

27.  Representative  recreation  setting  -  The  most  typical  recrea¬ 
tion  setting  for  a  particular  activity. 

28.  Secondary  activities  -  Incidental  activities;  activities  which 
are  supplemental  to  the  primary  activity. 

29.  Study  activity  area  -  An  activity  area  at  which  the  management/ 
site  survey  and  the  user  survey  was  conducted. 


30.  Study  project  area  -  One  of  the  11  project  areas  at  which 
the  management/site  survey  and  the  user  survey  were  conducted.  These 
project  areas  are:  Barkley  Lock  and  Dam,  Benbrook  Lake,  Hartwell  Lake, 
McNary  Lock  and  Dam,  Milford  Like,  New  Hogan  Lake,  Lake  Ouachita,  Lake 
Shelbyvillo,  Shcnango  River  Lake,  Somerville  Lake,  and  Surry  Mountain 
Lake . 

31.  Title  36  -  Part  327,  Chapter  111,  of  Title  36  of  the  Code  of 
Federal  Regulations  which  provides  rules  and  regulations  governing  the 
public  use  of  water  resource  development  projects  administered  by  the 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers. 

32.  Underuse  -  A  condition  where  use  levels  are  significantly 
less  than  their  potential  service  level. 

33.  User  survey  -  The  survey  that  provided  user  preference  infor¬ 
mation  used  in  developing  social  capacity  guidelines;  information  wan 
obtained  from  users  at  the  study  project  areas  by  means  of  a  questionnaire 
(see  Appendix  iBj . 

34.  Well-balanced  use  -  A  condition  which  exhibits  just  the  right 
amount  of  use  to  satisfy  users  and  protect  the  resource. 
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APPENDIX  B;  EXAMPLE  SURVEY  FORMS 

This  Appendix  includes  on  the  following  pages  examples  of  the 
survey  fonns  that  were  used  during  the  Management/Si te  Survey  and  the 
User  Survey . 


. . . . . . . . . . . . . 


CAUSES  6  EFFECTS  OF  OVERCROWDINC/OVERUSE 


INDICATORS  (SIGNS)  OF  OVERCROWDING 


Assign  relative  importance 


t'.inij)  1  ny; 


RELATIONSHIP  OF  CAJE’INC  USE  AREA  TO  OTHER  USE  AREAS 


Pedestrian 

accessibility  Visibility  Reasons  for 


Use 

Estimated 
direct  distance 

to  other  use 

area 

to  other  use  area 

accessibility 

and/or 

.rea 

from  camping 

Mod- 

Dlffi- 

Ob-  Se*l-ob-  Unob- 

visibility 

ame  Activity 

use  area 

Easy  er  ate 

cult 

r true ted  structed  structed 

situation 

ANALYST'S  PERCEPTION  OF  ACTIVITY  AREA'S  CARRYINC  CAPACITY 


List  the  resoorce/physlcal  factors 
you  feel  most  affect  carrying 
capacity  on  this  site 


Should  resource/physical  carrying 

capacity  of  this  site  be: _ higher  _  lover  _  same 


List  possible  techniques  which  might  be  used  to  Increase  and/or  to  ’  lilt  capacity 
on  this  site. 


CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS  OSF.R  CAPACITY  SURVEY 


Not  at  ions  CD 


lUtc 

1  ir.e  (Soui  » 
*>Vj  L*u*r 
lUorvii-vt-r 
\  *.  :  c 1 :  v 


oMt  i  I  varuiu  v  r _ r^-jU^  1 5 _ 

Expires  Ot  i 96 3 

Project  Area  Naae  _____  __ 

Ke^xeation  Area  N’a&c  _ _ 

h\  l :  *.!•%•  Area 


V*e  ait*  comiut t ing  a  survey  for  the  Attrv  v*'ri>s  .t  Fm^siu'cis)  at  selected  Corps  recreation  areas 
tuiougnout  the  Country.  Through  these  surveys,  we  will  discover  how*  visitors  feel  about  aver- 
t  r  owd ing  a::d  overuse  of  these  recreation  areas.  The  corps  will  use  this  inforcition  to  help 
swke  decisions  about  the  use  and  protec  tier,  oi  its  recreation  areas.  Would  you  be  willing  to 
‘•»<v  :  litem  #p,»imt«s  *•!  you:  t  i-e  :«»  answer  s.»nie  mentions  atw*u:  vour  visit  here*’ 


i  which  cate 
*_  your  age? 

r  o  under 
5  -  25 

>  -  id 
.  -  55 
,  -  (.<. 

>  &  over 


\:S1TUR  PARTICIPATION 

*>.  how  many  t  ises  C'd  you 
participate  in  this 
activity  anvwhetc  last  year? 


How  large  is 
voi:l  group? 


Is  this  %  our  sain 
desti nation  or  a 
stopover  on  a  trip-* 

Main  destination  0 
S tope vo r  on  trip  0 


i.  How  long  J id  it  take 
you  to  travel  here 
fros.  your  hose  _(%/)  or 
last  destination  (J ) ' 

Under  15  minutes  Q 
15-50  ainutes  D 

30  ain.  -  I  hour  0 
1  -  2  hours  □ 

2- 3  hours  Q 

3- 5  hoars 
5+  hours 


Kov  sany  times  have 
you  participated  in 
tt:!:-  at  t  fvitv  at 
this  Lake? 


7.  How  long  are 
you  staving 
on  this  visit 


b)  So  far  this  year? 


0  1 

□ 

0 

□ 

1  0 

□ 

< 

-  3  Hours  i 

□ 

1  -  S  1 

□ 

1-  2 

n 
_ _ _ 

I  1-  2  ! 

a 

J 

day (overnight ) ! 

□ 

0  -  10  1 

□ 

3-  i 

0 

3-4  | 

□ 

2 

day?  ! 

□ 

ii  -  :o  | 

□ 

V  7 

□ 

!  s-  : 

n 

3 

days  ! 

n 

-  *'  i 

8-!.' 

□ 

1  8-10  j 

L— 

4 

days  i 

LJ 

31*  | 

□ 

11-19 

n 

11-19  i 

□ 

5 

-  7  da' s  J 

_J 

2sH 

0 

.0*  j 

ri 

L— 1 

8 

or  more  days  { 

□ 

b.  Have  vou  participated  In  this  activity  at  this  specific  location  an.titae  before  this  visit-1 

N.  Q  h-.s  Q  Please  1  1st  as.  changes  vov  have  r sliced  in  the  pnvsK.il  os 

‘  C'*  to  th:»  locat  ion  .*!  in  people's  use  of  the  area. 


Physical  condition : 


People's  use  of  the  area : 


0  Po> i t : ve 


0  \t  ...»  \  « 


0  Post ! : ve 


t  j  ,Vk  tt  s  v» 


•  -k'uM  \  •>;  s.i  :;.i  ntff^bt  ; 

•  h  m  0 

*.  *  S  *  ;  .  • 


'  People  who  «»re  now  p.u  t  io  1  pat  lng  !:>  tils  ^«;;vitv  ,ri 
too  Sew  0  {u/  ***e  . 


10.  a)  Would  \ou  •.»•%  th.it  the  distance  between  von  and  other  people  is. 

too  I..I  rj  it..  lOo)  ju-t  i  i >ttit  Qtt.  lOci  too  .!•>-.  G 

(Actual  or  estimated  distance  to  be  recorded  b>  interviewer 


b)  It  other  people  are  too  close,  how  tar  away  would  you  like  th-*'  to  be’  O  V>:  Appi  :. 

just  a  little  0  twice  as  tar  Q  three  tines  0  cure  than  0 

farther  farther  1  tines 

c)  What  is  the  closest  distance  you  would  accept?  _ _ _ _ _ _ 

d)  What  distance  would  you  like  then  to  be? _ _ _ _ 

11.  a)  Which  of  the  following  reasons  are  making  your  present  activity  at  this  location 
pleasant  or  unpleasant? 


Pleasant  pie 


GENERAL  RE*  »N-g 

1.  Characteristics  and  behavior  of  other  people.  .  . 

2.  Distance  from  other  people-  ■  .  ■— _ _ _  ■  _ _ 

3.  Number  of  people  in  other  visitor  groups . 

A.  Nunuer  and  tvpo  of  other  activities  occurring  here 

5.  Fees  charged . 

6.  Scenic  views _ _ _ _ 

7.  Noise  . 


Accidents  or  near  accidents  . _ _ _ _ 

Enforcement  of  rules/regulations . 

Car  parking  facilities - 

Ihott . 

Vandalise  — - - ■  - - - - - 


asant  Important _ Ap»lv 


land- based  seasons 


Trecs/natural  landscape  . 

Visual  privacy  Iron  other  people - — 

Amount  of  facilities  (restrooms,  water,  etc- 
Convenience  to  facilities  (restrooms,  water. 

Nearness  to  the  water  body . 

Steepness  of  slopes  _  ,  _  .  . . . 

Maintenance  of  facilities  . 

Condition  of  trees  and  lan^mpA 
Condition  of  grass  or  soil . 


water- based  reasons 


22.  Water  quality  . 

2  1.  Catching  'ish  —  . . . 

2**~  Formal  designation  of  places  for  your  activity. 

s'1.  Waiting  time  to  launch  boat  - — -  - 

J'».  Waiting  time  to  retrieve  boat . 

„•/.  'Vople  in  <iri».is  they  shotildn' t  be - 

Others  _ .  . 


b'  Will  any  of  the  above  reasons  prevent  von  from  coming  here  again* 

So  □  Vo.-  □ 

If  Vf>.  which  reasons  (sole  ted  t  r»»n  reasons  checked  "unpleasant”  abt-ve ) 


If  recreation  aseas  have  too  aany  people  fox  each  to  enjoy  the  activity  »r  if  areas 
become  damaged  by  too  much  use*  there  are  some  solutions  for  reducing  that  overcrowding 
or  overuse.  Please  indicate  which  of  the  following  possible  solutions  you  would  find 
very  acceptable,  mildly  acceptable,  or  unacceptable  for  i educing  crowding  and/or  natural 
resource  destruction  In  this  location.  (If  this  location  is  not  overcrowded  or  overused, 
assume  that  It  Is  lor  this  question.) 


POSSIbLK  SOLUTIONS  FUR  OVERCROWIHNC  OK  OVERUSE 
PUBLIC  AWARENESS/ HAS E  OF  ACCESS  SOLUTIONS 


C.  Make  the  area's  existence  less  obvious  to  the  general  public 

(lower  signs  and  directions' - - *. 

3.  Piovide  sore  and  better  information  on  how  to  use  the  area  . 


Very 

Mildly 

Un- 

Does 

Accept¬ 

Accept¬ 

accept- 

Not 

able 

able 

able 

Apply 

_  - 

* 

•  - 

_ n _ 

_  n _ 

_ n _ 

—  n  - 

—  ! _ !  - 

• 

1 _ ! 

■ 

i _ i 

ACTIVITY  RELATIONSHIPS  i  USE  DENSITY 

i.  Keep  major  recreation  activities  more  separated  from  one 

another . .  . 

*>  Reduce  the  number  of  different  activities  occurring  in  the 

same  area _ _ _ _ _ _  n -  -  -  -  -  ,  - —  -  -  (  \  • 

•j .  Design  for  greater  distance  between  people . f~1  . 

Limit  the  number  of  people  In  each  group  — . —  f~~|  . 

8.  Clumgc  natural  surfaces  by  hardening  them  to  withstand  more 

. □- 

9.  Increase  aaintenance  and  restoration  to  allow  no  re  use  -  [~~|  ■ 


PLANS  I  NT.  a  DESIGN  SOLUTIONS 

10.  Reduce  tile  type  and  nunber  of  facilities  and  services  provided  f~|  ■ 

11.  Keep  unnecessary  vehicles  out  of  areas - [~1  ■ 

12.  Reduce  number  of  parkins  spaces  to  licit  nueber  of  users  ■  ■  ■  f~~|  ■ 

13.  Provide  landscaped  buffers  between  visitor  groups  to  increase 

privacy — — — — - .  —  - — - - - - - —  [~l  ■ 

14.  Redesign  area  to  accosasodacc  fewer  users . [~]  ■ 


RULES  4  REGULATIONS  SOLUTIONS 

15.  Have  stricter  enforcecent  ot  regulations  . 

16.  Icjiose  core  rules  and  regulations- — . — - -  —  —  — 

17.  Require  prior  reservations  to  use  areas . 

IS-  Require  peroits  to  use  areas  - - - -  —  -  .  - 

19.  Close  down  areas  when  natutal  usource  destruction  reaches 

critical  point  . 

2  '.  Charge  ft  vs  or  increase  fees  now  charged  —  .  - - 

21.  Close  gates  when  areas  get  "too  full" . 


□-  • 
n  n 

Li  LJ 

n-  • 

!••••□•••□ 

□  u 

□  *  • 

1  LJ  iJ 

1  □ 

U  *  LJ 

j  T  uJ  L- 

Please  answer  the  following  questions  about  your  other  recreation  activities  on  this 
visit.  b)  Are  they  within  walking  dis¬ 

tance  or  driving  distance 
from  this  location? 

a)  What  are  your  (use  launching  location  c)  What  is  you 

other  recreation  for  boat  activities)  oain  reerca 

activities  on  (1)  Walking  (2)  Driving  activity  on 

this  visit?  distance _ distance  this  visit? 


c)  What  is  your 
oain  reercat  lot; 
activity  on 
this  vis  it? 


Canping . 

Boating. _ _  .  .  ....... 

Waterskiing . 

Swimming  .  _ _ ... 

Sunbathing  .  •  . 

Picnicking  - 

Shoreline  fishing.  .  .  . 

Boat  fishing  _ 

Hiking  . 

Horseback  riding  _ 

Off- road  vehicle  riding. 


□  -  -  - 

□ - 

□  -  -  ■ 

□ - 

□  -  -  - 


-  • 

- □ 

-  - 

- □ 

-  -  -□ 

- □ 

.  - 


-  n 

- □- 

. □- 

. . .  . . . n  ■ 

□ 

. □ . 

n 

-  Hj 
-□ 
n 

. O- 

. □ . 

□  - 

- □ - 

-□ 

RECREATION  EQUIPMENT  RECORD 

Camping 

Tent  l~l 

Tent  camper  0 

Truck-mounted  q 

camper 

Travel  trailer  0 

Van  □ 

Motor  home 


Boat  Activities 

Day  sailc-  0 
Sailer  (cabin)  0 
Canoe  0 

Row  boat  0 

Power  boat  0 
(less  than  25  hp) 

Power  boat  0 
(25+  hp) 

Houseboat  or  0 
cruiser 


Off-Road 
Vehicle  Riding 

Trail  bike 
Motorcycle 
ATV 

Dune  boggy 
4-wheel  drive 


COMMENTS: 


APPENDIX  C:  PROJECT  AREA  DESCRIPTION 
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Location 

Lake  SheLbyvilLe  (St.  Louis  District)  is  located  on  the 
Kaskasia  and  West  Okaw  Rivers  at  Shelbyville,  Illinois,  approximately 
30  miles  south  of  Decatur.  Springfield  lies  about  60  miles  to  the  north¬ 
west.  Chicago  is  about  200  miles  to  the  north,  and  St.  Louis,  Missouri 
is  about  110  miles  southwest. 

Authorization  and  purpose 

The  Lake  Shelbyville  Project  was  authorized  by  the  Flood 
Control  Act  of  1944.  Project  purposes  include  flood  control  on  the 
Kaskasia  and  Mississippi  Rivers,  navigation  releases  for  the  Kaskasia 
River,  and  domestic  and  industrial  water  supply. 

Project  area  size  and  features 

The  drainage  area  above  the  Lake  Sheibyville  Dam  is  1030 
square  miles.  The  norma]  recreational  lake  (at  an  elevation  of  600  feet 
msl)  holds  11,100  acres,  extends  for  20  river  miles  upstream,  and 
averages  about  one  mile  in  width. 

There  are  a  large  number  of  coves  and  inlets  along  the  shore, 
due  to  the  many  swales  and  feeder  stream  valleys  which  were  inunuated 
when  the  lake  was  raised.  The  average  water  depth  is  19  feet;  the  deepest 
portion  is  67  feet  deep.  The  water  level  is  drawn  down  about  five  feet 
in  the  fall  to  accommodate  the  anticipated  spring  runoff. 

because  few  high  or  steep  banks  exist,  much  of  the  172-mile 
shoreline  is  usable.  Campers,  picnickers,  and  fishermen  can  gain  lake 
access  from  many  places;  however,  the  designated  boat  launching  ramps 
and  beaches  offer  the  safest  and  most  convenient  water  access. 

The  project  area  contains  a  total  of  23,308  acres  of  land 
above  the  normal  lake  level.  The  Corps  manages  12.656  acres;  the  State 
of  Illinois  manages  10,349  acres  (wildlife  areas  and  two  State  parks). 
Three  commercial  marinas  cover  303  acres  at  the  project. 


The  nearly  50  full-time  and  part-time  Corps  employees 
as*  ;ed  to  the  project  area  include:  a  Resource  Manager,  Recreation 
M;>.  0er,  Wildlife  Manager,  Maintenance  Foreman,  several  patrolling 
rangers,  and  clerical  and  maintenance  personnel.  Gate  attendant  respon¬ 
sibilities  and  many  maintenance  functions  are  handled  on  a  contract  basis. 
Topography 

The  generally  fiat  landscape  around  Lake  Shelbyville  is 
interrupted  by  the  rolling  and  occasionally  steep  topography  of  the 
Kaskasia  River  Valley.  The  topography  changes  from  a  streambed  elevation 
of  about  535  feet  msl  to  an  elevation  of  650  to  660  feet  nisi  at  the 
bordering  uplands.  Many  small  tributaries  enter  the  river  above  the  dam- 
site,  and  the  resulting  ravines  and  valley  form  a  very  irregular  lake 
shoreline. 

Climate 

Normal  temperatures  in  the  vicinity  of  Lake  Shelbyville  range 
from  the  upper  70  degrees  F.  (with  extremes  to  over  100  degrees  F. )  in 
summer,  to  the  lower  30  degrees  F.  (with  extremes  to  below  0  degrees  F.) 
in  winter.  The  average  annual  temperature  is  about  55  degrees  F.  The 
average  annual  precipitation  over  the  drainage  area  is  38.6  inches,  of 
which  about  22  percent  falls  in  May  and  June.  The  average  annual  snow¬ 
fall  is  approximately  20  inches.  Prevailing  winds  come  from  the  south¬ 
west  at  about  nine  mph  in  summer,  and  from  the  northwest  at  about  nine 
mph  in  winter.  Throughout  the  year,  63  percent  of  the  days  are  sunny, 

Sol  Is  and  vegetation 

Portions  of  former  agricultural  fields  and  pasture  bordered 
by  treelined  fence  rows  are  found  throughout  the  project  area.  Most  of 
the  area,  however,  consists  of  oak-hickory  woodland. 

Fish  and  wi ldlif e 

The  southern  portion  of  the  lake  has  limited  land  available 
for  intensive  wildlife  enhancement  programs,  due  primarily  to  the  high 
degree  of  public  usage  of  the  project  there.  However,  the  two  State- 
operated  wildlife  management  areas  in  the  northern  portions  of  the  lake 
have  highly  developed  wildlife  management  programs.  Hunting  is  generally 
allowed  throughout  the  area,  and  numerous  species  of  rodents,  fur  bearers, 
white-tailed  deer,  predatory  mammals,  and  birds  are  found  in  the  area. 
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Approximat ely  50  species  of  fish  Jive  in  the  lake.  The  major 
species  are  white  and  bJaek  erappie,  hluegill,  walleye,  largcmouth  bass, 
drum,  and  carp. 

Population  areas 
served  and  access j  b  il i ty 

The  area  surrounding  Lake  Shelbyville  is  mostly  rural  farm¬ 
land  with  a  decreasing  population.  The  nearest  urban  areas  are  Maltoon 
and  Decatur.  Other  urban  communities  located  in  the  area  of  influence 
are  Peoria,  Springfield,  Champa ign-U rbana ,  and  Bloomington,  Illinois, 
Terre-Haute,  Indiana,  and  St.  Louis,  Missouri.  Most  of  the  project's 
visitors  reside  within  75  road  miles  from  the  lake. 

Access  from  the  major  population  centers  to  the  lake  area  is 
relatively  good.  Illinois  State  Highways  16,  12,  1 21  and  128  provide 
access  to  the  project. 

Hoc  rent  ion  areas 

The  Corps  manages  12  developed  recreational  areas  and  two 
fishing  access  points,  accounting  for  about  1450  acres.  The  State  of 
Illinois  manages  Wolf  Creek  State  Park,  Eagle  Creek  State  Park,  West 
Okaw  River  Fish  and  Wildlife  Management  Area,  and  Kaskasia  River  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Management  Area.  Three  concessionaire  marinas  also  operate 
on  the  lake. 

Some  of  the  activities  offered  at  the  recreation  areas  are 
boating,  waterskiing,  swimming,  several  types  of  camping,  picnicking, 
hiking,  shore  and  boat  fishing,  hunting,  an  ecological  study  area,  and 
interpretive  and  amphitheater  progiams.  Some  of  the  Corps  support  facil¬ 
ities  include  picnic  shelters,  comfort  stations,  showers,  boat  launching 
ramps,  fish  cleaning  stations,  sanitary  dumping  stations,  and  electrical 
hook-ups  at  campgrounds. 

V  i  s  i  t. i_L_i_on 

In  1978,  2,917,200  recreation  days  were  reported  at  Lake 
Shelbyville.  July  was  the  month  of  greatest  visitation,  with  540,900 
recreation  days. 
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In  accordance  with  letter  from  DAEN-RDC,  DAEN-ASI  dated 
22  July  1977,  Subject:  Facsimile  Catalog  Cards  for 
Laboratory  Technical  Publications,  a  facsimile  catalog 
card  in  Library  of  Congress  MARC  format  is  reproduced 
below. 


Urban  Research  &  Development  Corporation. 

Recreation  carrying  capacity  facts  and  considerations; 

Report  5>  Lake  Shelbyville  Project  Area  /  by  Urban  Research 
and  Developmi nt  Corporation,  Bethlehem,  Pa.  Vicksburg, 

Miss.  :  U.  S.  Waterways  Experiment  Station:  Springfield, 

Va.  :  available  from  Rational  Technical  Information  Service, 

1980. 

iv,  91,  [25]  p.  ill.  ;  27  cm.  (Miscellaneous  paper  -  U.  S. 

Army  Engineer  Waterways  Experiment  Station;  R-80-1,  Report  5) 
Prepared  for  Office,  Chief  of  Engineers,  U.  S.  Army, 

Washington,  D.  C.,  under  Contract  No.  DACW39-78-C-0096. 

Project  map  of  Lake  Shelbyville  in  pocket  at  end  of  report. 

1.  Carrying  capacity.  2.  Monitoring.  3.  Overcrowding, 
h.  Recreation.  5-  Recreation  resource  planning.  6.  Recreational 
areas.  7.  Recreational  facilities.  8.  Shelbyville  Lake 
Project.  9-  Utilization.  .  United  States.  Army.  Corps  of 
Engineers.  II.  Series:  United  States.  Waterways  Experiment 
Station,  Vicksburg,  Miss.  Miscellaneous  paper  ;  R-80-1, 

Report  5- 

TA7-W3ltm  no. R-80-1  Report  5 
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Lake  Shelby  ville,  Illinois 
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RECREATION  AREAS 


BO  WOOD 
COON  CREEK 
DAM  WEST 
LAKE  SHELBY  VILLE 
LONE  POINT 
OPOSSUM  CREEK 
SPILLWAY 
SULLIVAN  BEACH 
WILBORN  CREEK 
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RECREATION  AREAS 

BO  WOOD 
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O  denotes  activity  offered  in  recreation  area 
•  denotes  interviews  conducted  in  activity  area 
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Corps  recreation  area 
other  recreation  area 
government-owned  land 
municipal  boundary 


mama  dam 

lake  shoreline 
mmmmm  highway 

secondary  road 


prepared  by  Urban  Research  and  Development  Corporation  -  Bethlehem,  Pa. 


